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ASSET Regional Professional Development Centers  

 
for Advancing STEM Education in Pennsylvania  

 
Through an Investing in Innovation Validation grant, ASSET Inc. (Achieving Student  

 
Success through Excellence in Teaching) will replicate, expand and sustain its proven K-6 standards-  

 
aligned STEM education program statewide through 1) the establishment of strategically-placed  

 
Regional Professional Development (PD) Centers and Satellite Sites across Pennsylvania that 2)  

 
provide Pennsylvania teachers with regional access to ASSET's comprehensive PD and 3) a fully-  

 
subsidized Advanced PD Program that builds upon and sustains Pennsylvania's foundational  

 
Science: It's Elementary (SIE) initiative, targeting teachers in high-needs and rural schools.  

 
Evaluations of the Regional Centers' higher-level PD will validate the effectiveness of  

 
ASSET's 'teachers teaching teachers' continuous improvement model within varying Pennsylvania  

 
demographics. The PD Centers will be located in the eastern and central part of the state, building  

 
upon ASSET's relationships with state university partners (e.g. Penn State Great Valley). Outcomes  

 
include curriculum alignment to standards, increased teacher pedagogical and STEM content  

 
knowledge, and improved teacher effectiveness and student achievement. The Advanced PD  

 
Program will impact 48,000 students; whereas ASSET's total organizational reach is conservatively  

 
estimated at 224,000 by 2015.  

 
ASSET's 'official' partner is a consortium of 15 SIE member schools. 'Other' partners  

 
include: the Pa. Department of Education; Horizon Research, Inc.; Penn State Great Valley and  

 
Elizabethtown College. Together, they support ASSET's i3 application and the organization's  

 
commitment to collaboration articulated through its core beliefs: all students have the potential to  

 
learn; increasing the capacity of school systems to strengthen STEM education is vital to the future  

 
of the nation, and most importantly, improving teacher effectiveness results in improved student  

 
achievement.  
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Competitive Preference Priority 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes  

 
A thriving nonprofit, ASSET Inc. (Achieving Student Success through Excellence in  

 
Teaching) is an independent education improvement organization that assists schools in  

 
implementing and sustaining standards-based STEM education in grades K-8.  

 
ASSET is an organization rooted in research and best practices. It learned its model of  

 
science education reform through the National Science Resources Center, a joint project of the  

 
National Academies and the Smithsonian Institution. All ASSET programming, products and  

 
services are research-based and standards-aligned.  

 
Research shows that children are natural explorers, active participants in their own  

 
development, and their thinking is surprisingly sophisticated. According to the National  

 
Research Council, the building blocks for learning science are in place prior to entering school.  

 
By the end of preschool, children can reason in ways that provide helpful starting points for  

 
developing scientific reasoning (see Competitive Priorities References Appendix H-1).  

 
ASSET's standards-aligned program empowers teachers to translate research into  

 
classroom practice. ASSET provides teachers with hands-on, inquiry-based curriculum materials  

 
that enable young children to develop observation skills and new ideas about the world, as well  

 
as build a foundation of experiences and conceptual understanding upon which to construct later  

 
understanding. Through rigorous professional development (PD) early elementary teachers are  

 
provided with the teaching strategies to tap into young students' substantial knowledge of the  

 
world around them—and build upon this knowledge to develop understanding of scientific  

 
concepts.  

 
Prior to a module ever being taught in the classroom, the teacher has received two to  

 
three days of PD to discover the investigations, concepts and materials as both learner and  
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teacher. Teachers also learn inquiry, assessment and science notebooking strategies for  

 
improving student achievement.  

 
Helping students articulate what they know, the incorporation of science notebooks helps  

 
foster students' use of language, writing and mathematics as well as the process and social skills  

 
of predicting, observing, hypothesizing, experimenting and communicating.  

 
At the heart of ASSET's services are the science modules that re-energize teachers and  

 
students. Modules for grades K-3 include the following titles:  
 

K 1 2 3 

Life Science  - Animals  - Insects  - New Plants  - Structures of Life  

Two x Two  - Organisms  - Life Cycles of  - Plant Growth &  

- Myself &  Butterflies  Development  

Others  

- The Senses  

Earth Science  - Trees  - Air & Weather  - Pebbles, Sand & -  Earth Materials  

- Weather  Silt  - Rocks & Minerals  

- Soils  

Physical  - Fabric  - Balance & Motion  - Solids & Liquids  - Magnetism &  

Science  
 

 
 
Technology/ 

Engineering  

- 

- 

Wood & Paper -  

Balls & Ramps  

- 

Solids & Liquids  

 
 
Comparing &  

Measuring  

- 

 
 
- 

Changes  

 
 
Balancing &  

Weighing  

 
 
- 

- 
 
 
- 

Electricity  

Chemical Tests  

Ideas &  

Inventions  

Sounds  

 
 
 

ASSET's full curriculum framework for K-8 is located in Appendix H-2.  

 
In addition to ASSET's early-learning programming, ASSET's Board of Directors has  

 
outlined in its five-year strategic business plan an intention to expand early-learning  

 
opportunities for pre-K after 2012.  
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Competitive Preference Priority 6: Innovations that Support College Access and Success  

 
According to the U.S. Department of Labor, the number of jobs requiring science degrees  

 
is growing at three times the rate of other jobs. The 30 fastest-growing occupations through 2016  

 
will require substantial math and science knowledge and skills. Yet, the number of university  

 
students majoring in engineering and physical sciences has declined by 25% (1980-2004).  

 
Research shows interest in science begins in early childhood—by age 11. Substantial  

 
evidence indicates improved science education during the K-12 years leads to more college-  

 
bound students selecting science and engineering majors, as well as improved overall  

 
performance (see Competitive Priorities References Appendix H-1).  

 
The ASSET program is based on systemic science education improvement, beginning in  

 
Kindergarten. By age 11, students in ASSET schools have received seven years of science  

 
instruction from teachers who are adept in utilizing hands-on, inquiry-based materials that not  

 
only are aligned with state and national standards, but also spark and sustain students' natural  

 
interest in science.  
 

Independent evaluations conducted by Horizon Research, Inc. show that 4th-grade  

 
students in ASSET member schools scored significantly higher on the Pennsylvania System of  

 
School Assessment (PSSA) than students in demographically similar comparison schools in  

 
science. Additionally, a study of schools participating in Science: It's Elementary (SIE) indicates  

 
that science has become a higher priority and instructional time devoted to science has increased.  

 
This type of inquiry-based learning prepares students for college and life through the  

 
development of critical-thinking, problem-solving, team working and communication skills, as  

 
well as cultivates creative innovators who can collaborate and adapt to new situations.  
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What ASSET Alumni Say . . .  
 

Now sophomores in college, these four students were entering 1st grade when ASSET  

 
began its pilot program in 1994. For each, their early science classroom experiences have made a  

 
difference in their lives—from influencing their career choices and work ethic to world outlook.  
 

 
 
―Believe it or not, my favorite subject in elementary and  

middle school wasn't science - it was math. Today,  

though, what I love doing most really is rocket science! My  

goal is a career in the aerospace industry. There are so  

many opportunities, especially for women. I can't wait to  

see what comes next.  

Christa Rogers, Morgan State University  
Major: Electrical Engineering; Minor: Physics  

 
―I remember ASSET's Rocks and Minerals module, where  

we categorized gems and fossils. That—and a field trip to  

the Carnegie Museum to see the dinosaurs— made me  

want to be a paleontologist when I grew up. Today,  

though, my focus is on energy solutions. I'm preparing for  

a career in the nuclear industry. 

Will Swanson, Washington University in St. Louis  
Major: Chemical Engineering  

 
―Some students do best when everything is broken down and explained. Others love the  

freedom of exploration.The amazing thing about ASSET science classes is that it works for both 

learning styles. You can follow an experiment step by step - or just cut loose and go crazy. I still  

apply the skills I learned in ASSET classes to my studies today.  

Maura Lally, University of Pittsburgh  
Major: Finance; Minor: Economics  

 
―I was lucky to have some pretty amazing science teachers growing up. I loved spending hours  

working on science projects. By the sixth grade, I was fascinated by computer science and  

engineering. Even then, a career in science was certain to me. Science is the basis of  

everything we do - nearly every great leap forward has a science connection. 
 

 
Daniel Goff, Case Western Reserve University  

Major: Electrical Engineering  
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Competitive Preference Priority 8: Innovations that Serve Schools in Rural LEAs  

 
Many rural schools and districts face a number of unique challenges: geographical  

 
isolation, lack of comprehensive curriculum, inability to attract and retain highly effective  

 
teachers with the necessary science content knowledge and pedagogical skills, funding shortages,  

 
caution toward ―outsiders, lack of a sense of urgency to reform science education, and lack of  

 
professional development due to travel distances (see Competitive Priorities Appendix H-1).  

 
ASSET can begin to break down these barriers to improving science education by  

 
establishing Regional PD Centers and Satellite Sites, reducing the need for teachers to travel  

 
long distances to receive the training necessary to improve their content knowledge and  

 
pedagogical skills. At the same time Regional PD Centers will bring together teachers from  

 
different districts allowing for divergent thinking. The subsidized PD project will give priority  

 
selection to high-needs and rural schools in Pa.  

 
Through participation in PD, teachers become part of regional and school-based  

 
professional learning communities that foster collaboration and serve as a catalyst for  

 
empowering teachers to adopt a standards-based approach in the classroom. This network has  

 
proven to be an invaluable piece of the puzzle.  

 
ASSET currently serves 12 rural and/or rural low-income school districts through ASSET  

 
membership and Pennsylvania's Science: It's Elementary program. This allocation provides  

 
schools with access to the hands-on curriculum materials and foundational professional  

 
development necessary to implement a standards-based science education program. Priority for  

 
annual selection is given to high-needs schools, including low performing, low socioeconomic  

 
and rural.  

 
Through Validation funding, ASSET will offer rural and high-needs schools fully-  

 
subsidized PD services, including ASSET's Curriculum Alignment Planning Service (CAPS),  
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Vision Conference, Strategic Planning Institute, higher-level Institutes for Inquiry, Assessment,  

 
Science & Literacy, and Math as well as pathways to develop Lead Teachers, Resource  

 
Teachers, PD Facilitators and Coaches.  
 

 
 
Selection Criteria A: Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design  

 
The Need: Building upon a Strong Foundation  

 
International assessments continue to show that U.S. student performance in science is  

 
declining. Publications such as the National Academies' Rising Above the Gathering Storm:  

 
Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future and Taking Science to  

 
School argue that future American competitiveness in scientific and technological areas is  

 
jeopardized without vastly improving K-12 mathematics and science education.  

 
In 1994, ASSET was created to fulfill this need. For the last 15 years, ASSET has been  

 
working diligently to accomplish its mission to continuously improve teaching and learning  

 
with the support of national and regional corporate partners who have a vested interest in  

 
cultivating a pipeline of future STEM workers.  

 
ASSET is very aware of the workforce shortfalls facing the United States and is  

 
committed to building the foundation for today's students to become tomorrow's highly skilled  

 
workers. ASSET believes this begins with highly-skilled and effective teachers. Since its  

 
inception, ASSET has provided thousands of elementary and middle school teachers with high  

 
quality, research-based PD aligned with hands-on curriculum materials - with impressive student  

 
achievement results.  
 

Independent evaluation results show that 4th-grade students in ASSET member schools  

 
scored significantly higher on the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) than  
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students in demographically similar comparison schools in science. Students also scored  

 
higher in math and reading.  

 
Pennsylvania, through the leadership of Governor Edward G. Rendell and the  

 
Pennsylvania Legislature, is at the forefront of statewide science education reform to improve  

 
student achievement. Based on a proven track record and model of sustainability, success and  

 
results, ASSET was selected in 2006 to design, implement and manage the initiative known as  

 
Science: It's Elementary in partnership with the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE).  

 
To date, the Legislature has invested $50 million in this landmark initiative to provide a  

 
foundation for improving elementary science education statewide.  

 
While ASSET and SIE have made great strides in improving the teaching and learning of  

 
science in Pennsylvania, there is still a lot of work to be done. Together, ASSET and SIE are  

 
impacting only one-third of school districts. Every student deserves a highly effective teacher  

 
every year. And every teacher deserves access to standards-aligned curriculum materials and  

 
ongoing, rigorous PD in order to become highly effective.  

 
To move beyond foundational towards enhancing and sustaining what the state has  

 
successfully started through SIE, Innovation funding will support the establishment of Regional  

 
PD Centers and Satellite Sites, so teachers across the state will have access to ASSET's full  

 
spectrum of PD. In addition to participating in the foundational and introductory courses that are  

 
an integral part of SIE, teachers will also have opportunities to engage in ongoing, rigorous,  

 
higher-level PD that is an integral part of the ASSET model (see ASSET Regional PD Centers  

 
for Advancing STEM Education in Pennsylvania Appendix G-1).  

 
ASSET's proposed project will pick up where SIE leaves off—by providing teachers with  

 
regional access to the complete array of ASSET's PD offerings, including future innovations  

 
designed through a well-defined R&D process. In addition, SIE is designed for schools to  
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transition into cost-share in their fourth year of participation. Now in its fourth year, the first  

 
cohort of teachers has completed all of its foundational PD and is ready to advance to ongoing,  

 
higher-level PD— a key element of ASSET's results-backed program.  

 
Due to the limited nature of state funding—and to not lose the momentum—Pennsylvania  

 
needs an infrastructure to support SIE schools as they transition out of SIE funding. ASSET  

 
Regional PD Centers will provide the bridge to support schools as they progress and continue to  

 
implement their standards-aligned science education programs.  

 
Regional PD Centers and Satellite Sites will provide access to the ASSET program for  

 
districts across the state interested in joining ASSET as a fee-for-service customer as well.  

 
Currently 94% of ASSET's fee-for-service customer base comes from western Pennsylvania,  

 
where ASSET's only Professional Development Center exists.  

 
The Solution: Scaling Up What Works (Quality of Design)  
 

Since 1994, ASSET's comprehensive program has implemented the National Science  

 
Resources Center's model for exemplary STEM education programs: 1) standards-based  

 
curriculum materials, 2) ongoing rigorous professional development, 3) centralized materials  

 
support, 4) program and student assessment, and 5) community/administrative involvement.  

 
The recipient of two Local Systemic Change grants from the National Science  

 
Foundation from 1995-2001, as well as a Rural Systemic Initiative grant, ASSET ambitiously  

 
implemented these five-components in 30 school districts in southwest Pennsylvania. ASSET's  

 
focus on designing and providing ongoing, rigorous teacher professional development to fulfill  

 
the grant requirement of providing 100 hours of PD for every teacher led to ASSET's teacher-  

 
focused enhancements to the national model. ASSET's exceptional approach incorporates:  

 
1) a ―teachers teaching teachers continuous improvement methodology; 2) a Lead Teacher  

 
Development Pathway; and 3) a teacher-driven Research and Development (R&D) cycle to  
 

ASSET Inc. 9  
 

 
 

PR/Award # U396B100045  e8  



design innovative, research-based PD that advances teacher learning. The following chart  

 
illustrates ASSET's proven methods:  
 

 
National Model  
 

1. Standards-Based Curriculum  

Materials  
 

 
 
 
 
 

2. Ongoing Teacher Professional  

Development (PD)  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Centralized Materials Support  
 
 
 
 
 
4. Assessment of Program and  

Student Achievement  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Community/Administrative  

Involvement  

 

 
ASSET's Innovative Approach  
 

70+ Science Modules: Life, Earth and Physical Science and  

Technology/Engineering  

Environment & Ecology Toolboxes*  

Math Toolkits*  

Literacy Library*  

Science Notebooks*  
 
Comprehensive PD Center at ASSET offices in SWPA  

Foundations, Module & Enrichment Courses *  

Institutes on Inquiry, Assessment, Literacy & Math* 

Regional and School-Based Professional Learning  

Communities  

Development Pathways for Lead Teachers, Resource  

Teachers, PD Facilitators, Coaches*  

Research & Development  
 
45,000 square-foot Materials Support/Refurbishment Center  

17,000 square-foot Distribution Center  

12,000 Modules Refurbished & Delivered Annually  

4,000 Volunteer Hours Help Contain Costs  
 
Curriculum Alignment Planning Service*  

Embedded Assessments in Modules and PD  

Institute for Assessment*  

Observations of PD Sessions  

Participant Evaluations  

PD Data Collection and Reporting  

Independent Evaluations of Program/Student Achievement  
 
Vision Conferences*  

Strategic Planning Institutes  

Showcases of Student Learning*  

Education Leadership Council (advocacy)  

Program Partners  

Corporate and Foundation Partners  
 

* resulted from teacher-driven ASSET R&D  
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While ASSET's comprehensive program assists schools in implementing high standards  

 
and high-quality assessments, at the heart of ASSET is its focus on teachers as both the targets  

 
and agents of change in improving teaching and learning in the classroom. Employing a  

 
―teachers teaching teachers approach to professional development creates a safe environment  

 
for teachers to continuously improve.  

 
A Pine-Richland School District third-grade teacher observed, "Thank you so much for  

 
allowing me the opportunity to spend three days with intelligent people who are serious about  

 
what they do and dedicated to improving student learning by building up and equipping teachers  

 
to be agents of change and improvement."  
 

 
 
 
The Design: ASSET Regional PD Centers for Advancing STEM Education  

 
 
 
Vision: To replicate, expand and sustain ASSET's comprehensive, standards-aligned K-6  

 
STEM education program statewide to continuously improve teacher effectiveness and  

 
student achievement.  

 
Strategies:  

 
1. Establish two strategically-placed Regional Professional Development Centers (east  

 
and central—in addition to existing western Pa. Center) and corresponding satellite sites  

 
providing regional access to:  

 
a. ASSET Vision Conference, Strategic Planning Institute and Curriculum  

 
Alignment Planning Service (CAPS) to provide schools teams with an  

 
understanding of the research-based model for exemplary science education  

 
programs. The outcomes will include a district-specific, standards-aligned  

 
science curriculum for K-6 as well as a customized five-year plan for  
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implementing standards-based science materials and PD. CAPS is based on  

 
Pennsylvania's current Standards for Science and Technology, and the  

 
Environment and Ecology Standards. Once the Common Core Standards for  

 
science are published, CAPS will be revised accordingly;  

 
b. Comprehensive PD offerings from foundational module courses (part of SIE) to  

 
higher-level five-day Institutes for Inquiry, Assessment, Science & Literacy and  

 
Foundations for Teaching Inquiry-Based Math;  

 
c.  ASSET's Professional Development Facilitator Pathway to build a statewide  

 
cadre of Lead Teachers, Resource Teachers and independent consultants to  

 
expand the human capacity to scale up and sustain standards-based STEM  

 
learning in Pennsylvania; and  

 
d. ASSET's Coaching Pathway to provide schools with the option of developing  

 
their own coach(es) or access to coaching services from ASSET Resource  

 
Teachers who have successfully completed the Coaching Pathway.  
 

 
 
 

2. Establish an Advanced Professional Development Program, including the  

 
Professional Development Facilitator and Coaching Pathways, at no cost to districts  

 
with selection priority given for high-needs and rural schools, in order to sustain quality  

 
teaching and learning once the Pathways have been completed.  
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The diagram below is a simplified logic model (see ASSET i3 Program Logic Model  

 
Appendix G-2 for full model) for the ASSET Regional Professional Development Centers for  

 
Advancing STEM Education.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The project outcomes (detailed in the full model) will benefit participating schools:  

 
Short-Term Outcomes  
 

 
A supportive context for implementation of high standards and high-quality  

 
assessments  
 

 
Aligned science curriculum to national/state standards  
 

 
A statewide cadre of effective PD Facilitators to scale up and sustain the Regional  

 
PD Centers/Sites  
 

 
Increased teacher understanding of hands-on, inquiry-based science modules  
 

 
Increased teacher pedagogical and STEM content knowledge  

 
Mid-Term Outcome  

 
Increased teacher effectiveness  

 
Long-Term Outcome  

 
Improved student achievement  
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Application and Selection Process  

 
ASSET will conduct a one-day Vision Conference in Fall 2010 for school administrators  

 
in Pennsylvania to learn about ASSET's approach for exemplary science education and the  

 
opportunity to apply for the ASSET Advanced PD application process, which will give priority  

 
selection to schools serving high-needs students based on:  
 

 
Low Socio-Economic Status (SES): 40% or more of its students receive free or reduced  

 
lunch; and/or  

 
Race to the Top ―Turnaround Schools: Title I eligible with at least 50% of students at  

 
below basic (25th percentile) and have both 30% or more students below basic (10th  

 
percentile) and less and 6.6% improvement in percent of students below basic since 2005  
 
(75th percentile); and/or  
 

 
Rural and Rural Low Income Schools: based on the population density of the school  

 
district according to Federal Guidelines.  

 
In order to validate ASSET's program and ensure consistency, quality and evaluation  

 
fidelity, selection will include the following prerequisites:  

 
Participating in Science: It's Elementary;  
 

 
Former SIE participants still using science modules;  
 

 
Schools utilizing science modules (FOSS & STC) whose teachers participated in  

 
ASSET/SIE PD on the modules they are teaching.  

 
ASSET will contract with an external consultant (not the third-party evaluator) who has  

 
expertise in evaluation and assessment to process applications and select schools to ensure  

 
selection bias does not occur. A rubric based on the criteria listed above will be developed to  

 
score and select applicants. The map in Appendix G-3 pinpoints the high-needs districts as well  
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as those meeting the additional selection criteria previously outlined. A total of 400 teachers in  

 
50 schools will be selected to participate in the five-year Advanced PD Program.  
 

 
 
 
Advanced Professional Development Project Overview  

 
School districts must commit to full participation for the fully-funded five-year program:  

 
(see ASSET Project Implementation Plan Appendix G-4)  
 

 
Send a (3-5 member) team to the Strategic Planning Institute in the Spring-2011 if the  

 
school has not previously attended through ASSET or SIE.  
 

 
Enlist a minimum of two teachers from each grade level, Grades 1-4, to participate in  

 
the Institutes for Inquiry, Assessment, Science & Literacy and Foundations for  

 
Teaching Inquiry-Based Math.  
 

 
If the school is currently participating in SIE: continue to engage one (1) Lead  

 
Teacher in the Professional Development Facilitator (PDF) Pathway; if the school is  

 
not currently participating in SIE, designate one (1) Lead Teacher to participate in the  

 
PDF Pathway.  
 

 
Engage (1) teacher in the Coaching Pathway beginning in Year 4.  
 

 
Consider engaging a teacher as a Resource Teacher on loan.  

 
 
 

Selection Criteria B: Strength of Research  

 
Evidence of the impact of the ASSET program on student achievement comes from two  

 
studies. Raghavan, Cohen-Regev, and Strobel (2001) conducted a quasi-experimental study  
 
comparing 5th grade students in two cohorts of schools participating in ASSET during their  

 
National Science Foundation funded Local Systemic Change through Teacher Enhancement  

 
(LSC) grant. The first cohort had been participating in ASSET for five years, and teachers had  
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attended an average of 70 hours of professional development. The second cohort had been  

 
participating in the program for two years, with an average of 30 hours of professional  

 
development.  

 
The study compared student achievement on an assessment comprised of 10 multiple-  

 
choice and 10 open-ended items that were made publically available from the Third International  

 
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS). Items were selected based on their alignment to the  

 
content and process skills addressed in the kit-based science curriculum materials used in  

 
participating schools. To establish the initial equivalence of the two groups, the study compared  

 
student achievement on the state mathematics and reading assessments for the two years prior to  

 
the study, as well as the proportion of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch, and found  

 
no statistically significant differences.  

 
Using class averages as the unit of analysis, the study found that students in the first  

 
cohort of schools scored significantly higher than students in the second cohort (t(63) = 2.037;  

 
p < 0.05), reporting an effect size of 0.5 standard deviations. The study also reported that these  

 
impacts were equivalent for female and male students.  

 
Banilower and Weis (2009) also investigated the impact of the ASSET program on  

 
student achievement. This quasi-experimental study utilized data from the Pennsylvania System  
 
of School Assessment (PSSA), which had begun administering a science assessment in 4th grade  

 
in 2008. The study used propensity-score matching (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983; Rubin, 2001)  

 
to identify a set of comparison schools based on the following demographic characteristics of the  

 
students and schools:  
 

 
Percent of students in each race/ethnicity group;  
 

 
Percent of students of each gender;  
 

 
Percent of students classified as economically disadvantaged;  
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Percent of students classified as English-language learners;  
 

 
Percent of students with an individualized education plan (IEP);  
 

 
Percent of students classified at Title 1;  
 

 
Whether the school is classified as a charter school;  
 

 
Number of students in the school who took the PSSA as a measure of school size; and  
 

 
Community type (city, suburb, town, rural).  
 
 
After an initial list of comparison schools was identified, schools were contacted to  

 
determine the nature of their science program. Schools that used science modules like those  

 
provided by ASSET were excluded from the comparison group and another school was selected.  

 
As can be seen in Tables 1 to 3, the demographic characteristics of the schools selected for the  

 
comparison group are very similar to those participating in the ASSET program.  

 
Table 1  
 

Number of 4th Grade Students in the School  
 

 
Standard  

N Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Deviation  

 
ASSET Schools  104  15.00  378.00  77.30  61.09  

Matched Comparison Group  104  9.00  340.00  80.89  53.37  
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Table 2  

 
Demographic Characteristics for Schools Containing 4th Grade  
 

 
Percent of Schools  

ASSET Treatment  Matched Comparison  

Schools  Schools  

(N = 104)  (N= 104)  

 
Charter School  

Community Type  

City  

Suburb  

Rural 

Town  

 
1 
 
 
6 

73  

9 

13  
 
 
 

Table 3  

 
1 
 
 
4 

74  

9 

13  

 
Demographic Characteristics for 4th Grade Students  
 

 
Percent of Students  

Matched  

ASSET Treatment  Comparison  

Schools  Schools  

(N = 8,039)  (N = 8,417)  

Race/Ethnicity  

African American  

Hispanic  

White 

Other  

Gender  

Female  

Male  

Economically Disadvantaged  

English Language Learner  

Individualized Education Plan  

Title 1  

 
 

15  

1 

81  

5 

 
 

49  

51  

31  

1 

17 

36  

 
 
12  

1 

83  

5 

 
 

48  

52  

29  

1 

16 37  
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The study examined science achievement as measured by the 2008 and 2009 PSSA 4th  

 
grade assessments. In addition to examining the overall science scale score, the study examined  

 
student performance on two sub-scales, one comprised of nature of science items and the other of  

 
disciplinary content items (e.g., biology, physics). The study also examined student performance  

 
on the PSSA reading and mathematics scale scores as ASSET emphasizes connecting science to  

 
both literacy and mathematics, and believes that teaching practices that are effective for science  

 
translate into improved instruction in other content areas. While results for math and literacy  

 
may not be directly connected to the ASSET program, our beliefs are supported by findings in  

 
the most recent book by Diane Ravitch (2010), who points to research that ―Knowing reading  

 
strategies is not enough; to comprehend what one reads, one must have background [content]  

 
knowledge. Ravitch adds that ―. . . good teaching is chiefly a matter of good training and having  

 
a coherent school setting in which to teach based on a coherent, multi-year curriculum.  

 
Because of the nested nature of the data, the study utilized three-level hierarchical  

 
regression models with students nested within school-years, nested within schools (Bryk &  

 
Raudenbush, 1992). The analyses found that students in ASSET member schools scored  

 
significantly higher than students in the comparison schools on both the science scale score and  

 
the nature of science score. The 23-point difference on the science scale score and the 1-point  

 
difference on the nature of science score are equivalent to effect sizes (Cohen, 1988) of 0.13  
 
standard deviations and 0.17 standard deviations, respectively.1 On the disciplinary science  

 
content subscale score, students in ASSET member schools performed similarly to students in  

 
the comparison schools. These findings were consistent across the two years of data.  

 
 
 
 
1 

 

 
 
 
 

The effect size is calculated as the differences between the two means divided by the pooled  
standard deviation.  
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Figure 1  

 
Results on the reading and mathematics assessments were very similar to those found for the  

 
science outcomes (see Figure 2). Students in ASSET schools f students in  

 
comparison schools, with a 39-point difference on the reading scale and a 45-point difference in  

 
mathematics (effect sizes of 0.18 and 0.19 standard deviations, respectively). Again, this aligns  

 
with Ravitch's findings.  
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Figure 2  

 
(See Strength of Research References Appendix H-3).  
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Selection Criteria C: Experience of the Eligible Applicant  

 
Reflecting on Lessons Learned  
 
 

ASSET was launched in 1994 through the visionary leadership of Bayer Corporation and  

 
several other business, education and community organizations. ASSET defined its mission to  

 
continuously improve teaching and learning by supporting schools in implementing all five  

 
research-based components identified by the National Science Resources Center for sustaining  

 
quality, standards-based science education programs (see Research-Based National Model  

 
Appendix H-4).  

 
Initially started as a pilot program in two school districts, a National Science Foundation  

 
(NSF) grant fueled growth to 30 school districts from 1995-2001. In 2001, with the conclusion of  

 
the NSF grant, ASSET successfully transitioned to a fee-for-service nonprofit model, with all 30  

 
districts staying on board as paying customers. In just three years, ASSET grew its member base  

 
by 30 percent, serving 45 school districts in southwestern Pennsylvania.  

 
Based on this proven model of success, sustainability and results, ASSET was selected in  

 
2006 to design, implement and manage Pennsylvania's statewide Science: It's Elementary  

 
program in partnership with PDE—converting from a $2 million to a $12 million organization  

 
nearly overnight. Today, ASSET and SIE impact 142,000 students and 5,000 teachers in 180  

 
school districts, charter and private schools across Pennsylvania.  

 
Being awarded this complex project injected rocket fuel into ASSET, requiring it to  

 
efficiently and effectively scale up the organizational infrastructure to support the effort—from  

 
human capacity to business systems, processes and technology. In the process of designing and  

 
managing this program, ASSET has made significant programmatic improvements and  

 
enhancements as well. For example, many courses were expanded from one day to two days to  
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allow more time for teachers to become confident and comfortable with content and delivery.  

 
Additionally, in order to scale up to meet teacher training needs across the state, ASSET  

 
developed the Professional Development Facilitator (PDF) Pathway to build a cadre of teachers  

 
who could facilitate ASSET PD with quality and consistency (see ASSET Professional  

 
Development Facilitator Pathway Appendix G-5).  

 
The culmination of all of these experiences has led to many lessons learned that resulted  

 
in and continue to inform organizational improvement. These lessons include:  
 

 
Changing teaching culture takes time  
 

 
Patience, persistence, flexibility and adaptability are vital  
 

 
Maintain customer focus  
 

 
Importance of high-quality evaluation and constructive feedback  

 
Validation  
 

ASSET's successful model garnered national attention from President Barack Obama,  

 
who in his campaign platform ―Lifetime Success through Education singled out SIE as "as an  

 
example of a state taking steps to encourage inquiry-based science statewide. ASSET also has  

 
earned acclaim from the National Science Resources Center as a "model for the nation."  

 
However, nothing speaks louder than results, and ASSET has moved the needle in  

 
student achievement (as detailed in Selection Criteria B: Strength of Evidence). In addition,  

 
independent evaluations of SIE show the program, though still in its early stages of development,  

 
is having a positive effect on student achievement and teacher development. Schools  

 
participating in the program indicate that science is now a higher priority, instructional time  

 
devoted to science has increased, and teachers incorporate a more hands-on approach to teaching  

 
science.  
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Data Collection and Program Assessment  
 

As a learning organization, ASSET is dedicated to continuous improvement - not only for  

 
the teachers it serves, but also for every aspect of the organization. As such, ASSET already has  

 
systems and processes in place to collect both quantitative and qualitative data as a means to  

 
evaluate the quality and effectiveness of its program. Efforts include:  
 

 
Participant evaluations are completed at the end of every PD session. These evaluations  

 
are entered into a database with reporting capabilities to inform the PD staff and  

 
leadership team, who use this data to make decisions regarding the content and delivery  

 
of PD and conferences.  
 

 
ASSET Online Services is a Web-based registration system that tracks the number of PD  

 
sessions, participants, hours, etc.  
 

 
Veteran ASSET Resource Teachers and independent evaluators observe PD sessions to  

 
assess quality and consistency.  
 

 
Horizon Research, Inc. evaluates both the ASSET program and SIE and provides  

 
constructive feedback for further improvement.  

 
Culture of a Learning Organization  
 

From its grassroots beginning, ASSET has evolved through the power of enthusiastic,  

 
dedicated, mission-driven individuals and the synergy of partnerships. ASSET's mission is to  

 
continuously improve teaching and learning, and everything the organization does aligns with  

 
this singular focus.  

 
ASSET patiently and persistently pushes the boundaries to motivate teachers' commitment to  

 
professional development whereby improving instructional practice in order to improve student  

 
achievement. Through these efforts, ASSET has created a learning community of innovative,  
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passionate people who approach learning as a lifelong, open-ended inquiry and embrace learning  

 
by doing.  

 
ASSET delivers through the efforts of its dedicated staff. On a typical day at ASSET,  

 
you'll find classroom teachers on loan from school districts, full-time resource teachers,  

 
professionals, administrative support staff, business and manufacturing employees, part-time  

 
retirees, volunteers and individuals with special needs.  

 
As defined by Peter Senge, a learning organization is marked by continuous  

 
transformation. That's certainly true of ASSET—an organization made of up of strategic risk  

 
takers who thrive on challenges and opportunities. Even more importantly, learning  

 
organizations bring together people who continually enhance their capabilities to create what  

 
they want to create. For ASSET, that is where the fun and opportunity begins, as the visionaries  

 
leading this organization see no limits or barriers to what can be accomplished if everyone stays  

 
true to the mission and core beliefs driving it.  

 
The Power of Partnerships  
 

ASSET's innovation is sparked through the involvement of hundreds of community  

 
partners—individuals, corporations, foundations, social service agencies, school district  

 
personnel and parents. These partners share a voice on ASSET's Board of Directors and  

 
Education Leadership Council, a group of key opinion leaders who are committed to ASSET's  

 
mission and serve as advocates for the organization. Additionally, hundreds of volunteers donate  

 
more than 4,000 work hours annually to ASSET's Materials Support Center where they assist  

 
employees in refurbishing nearly 12,000 hands-on science modules for distribution statewide.  

 
ASSET also contracts with local agencies serving individuals with special needs, such as  

 
ACHIEVA, Life'sWork and Beaver County Rehabilitation Center.  
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With support from corporations and foundations, ASSET undertakes research and  

 
development projects resulting in new teaching strategies and instructional materials for teacher  

 
use across all academic disciplines. A formal ASSET Corporate Partners for Improving Science  

 
and Math Education Program was launched in 2006 and members include: Bayer Corporation,  

 
Carolina Biological Supply Company, Delta Education, Duquesne Light, Merck Institute for  

 
Science Education, PPG Industries, Universal Stainless & Alloy Products and Westinghouse.  

 
Long-time, loyal support from southwestern Pennsylvania's foundation community includes:  

 
Bayer USA Foundation, Buhl Foundation, Grable Foundation, The Heinz Endowments,  

 
Pittsburgh Foundation and Richard King Mellon Foundation.  

 
ASSET is also part of a national network of education, research, science and technology  

 
associations in six states partnering in the systemic reform movement. ASSET's statewide  

 
partners include the Pennsylvania Department of Education and the Pennsylvania Department of  

 
Community and Economic Development. Locally, the Carnegie Science Center, Pittsburgh  

 
Technology Council, Pittsburgh Tissue Engineering Initiative, Inc., RiverQuest and the R.J. Lee  

 
Group are among the many area organizations partnering with ASSET on diverse joint projects.  

 
Recently ASSET has initiated a partnership with Penn State Great Valley in Malvern, Pa.,  

 
and The Learning Lamp in Johnstown, Pa., to hold select PD sessions for SIE. While most SIE  

 
PD is conducted in hotel space across the state, partnerships with these like-minded  

 
organizations serve as a promising model for university partnerships.  

 
Mind Share  
 

Just as ASSET has learned from experts in the field, the organization shares its expertise  

 
with others in order to support efforts in improving education. ASSET has served in a consultant  

 
capacity for projects in other states, including the development of the Kansas City Science  

 
Initiative in Kansas City, Mo., as well as initiatives in Louisiana, New York, Ohio and West  
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Virginia. ASSET's Directors and Resource Teachers regularly present at statewide and national  

 
conferences (i.e., National Science Teachers Association, Pennsylvania Science Teachers  

 
Association, Association of Materials Support Centers Next Steps Institute) as well. ASSET's  

 
incoming Executive Director has both national and international experience in presenting and  

 
publishing.  

 
Selection Criteria D: Quality of Project Evaluation  

 
The external evaluation of the project will be conducted by a 10-member team at Horizon  

 
Research, Inc. (HRI) led by Eric Banilower. HRI has more than 20 years experience specializing  

 
in evaluation and research in mathematics and science education. HRI staff's experience on these  

 
projects ensures that the evaluation team has the knowledge and expertise to conduct a strong  

 
evaluation that both provides implementation data and gathers evidence of effectiveness. In  

 
addition, the budget for this project designates sufficient resources (7.5% of total budget) for  

 
HRI to conduct the evaluation activities.  

 
Appropriate to a validation project, the evaluation will focus on five key questions:  

 
1. What is the nature and quality of the training provided to PD Center staff, and to what  

 
extent does it provide staff with the requisite knowledge and skills?  

 
2. To what extent are PD Center activities implemented with quality and fidelity to the  

 
program design?  

 
3. To what extent do teachers attending PD Center activities learn what is intended, in  

 
terms of: (a) targeted science content for teachers; (b) understanding of the content  

 
storyline of the instructional materials; (c) intended pedagogical practices for teachers  

 
to learn and enact; and (d) targeted pedagogical content knowledge required for high-  

 
quality implementation of the instructional materials?  
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4. To what extent are teachers implementing the instructional materials and pedagogical  

 
practices as intended? What contextual factors affect their willingness and/or ability  

 
to implement these materials and practices?  

 
5. To what extent does student achievement increase as a result of teacher participation  

 
in the center's PD?  

 
To address Evaluation Question 1, HRI will observe the PDF Pathway trainings, as well  

 
as administer surveys to and interview participants. The surveys and interviews will focus on a  

 
number of important intermediate outcomes, including participants' impressions of the quality of  

 
the training; changes in perceptions of preparedness as PD providers; and understanding of the  

 
critical components of the professional development sessions they are intended to offer (in terms  

 
of both the mechanics and purposes of each component).  

 
Evaluation Question 2 will be addressed through observation and documentation of a  

 
representative sample of PD Center activities. In addition, interviews with PD Center staff will  

 
provide data on factors that affect the ability of the PD Center to implement the program. Data  

 
collected for Evaluation Questions 1 and 2 will be used to provide ongoing feedback to the  

 
project leadership that can inform modifications to the initial work of preparing staff at new PD  

 
Centers.  

 
The impact of the PD Centers on teacher participants (Evaluation Question 3) will be  

 
addressed through data collected from pre- and post-PD questionnaires and teacher interviews.  

 
The questionnaires and interviews will assess teachers' perceptions of impact of the PD on their  

 
pedagogical and science content preparedness, understanding of the role of inquiry and  

 
assessment in science teaching, and their disposition to implement what they have learned in the  

 
classroom.  
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Evaluation Question 4 will also be addressed through multiple data sources.  

 
Implementation surveys will be used to get a large-scale measure of teachers' implementation of  

 
the materials and practices promoted by the program. These data will be triangulated and  

 
augmented with classroom observations. In addition, the evaluation will examine the coherence  

 
and alignment of school and district practices and policies that are likely to affect changes in  

 
classroom practices. Consequently, the implementation surveys and teacher interviews will  

 
probe teachers about the impacts of these practices and policies on their instruction.  

 
Questionnaires and interviews with key members of the school and district administration will  

 
also shed light on how the local contexts affect implementation.  

 
Evaluation Question 5 will be addressed through two means. In the initial years of the  

 
PD centers, HRI will administer content assessments at the beginning and end of the school year  

 
to students in grades 3-6 in participating schools. These assessments were developed to assess  

 
grade-level appropriate content as part of the evaluation of Pennsylvania's Science: It's  

 
Elementary program.2 Data from these assessments will be analyzed using a three-level  

 
hierarchical linear model (HLM), with students nested within teachers nested within schools.  

 
The key independent variables for these analyses will be extent of teacher implementation of the  

 
program materials and practices, and extent of teacher participation in the PD Centers' offerings.  

 
 
 
 
 
2 

 
 
 
 
 

The development process for these measures included several steps to help ensure validity and  

reliability. Potential items were reviewed by content experts with a Ph.D. in the relevant topic for content 

accuracy. In addition, cognitive interviews were conducted to determine if the items were functioning as  

expected and that students were getting them correct or incorrect for the appropriate reason (i.e., their  

knowledge of the content domain) and not for other reasons (e.g., test-wiseness). The items were  

administered to several thousand students and dimensionality and item-response theory analyses were  

conducted. Finally, the Pennsylvania Department of Education's Science Advisor assisted in the  

selection of items for the final scales.  
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HRI will also examine the program's impact on student achievement using data from the  

 
Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA), which includes a science assessment in  

 
grade 4 that was first administered during the 2007-08 school year. This aspect of the evaluation  

 
will utilize a quasi-experimental design, with a well-matched comparison group of schools. A 1-  

 
to-1 propensity-score matching algorithm will be used to identify a set of comparison schools  

 
that have similar demographic characteristics and prior achievement patterns to the treatment  
 
schools. Scores from the 4th grade state science assessment will be tracked across time to  

 
determine if the trajectory of achievement scores for treatment and comparison schools diverge.  

 
These data will be analyzed using a three-level hierarchical model, with individual student scores  

 
nested within years nested within schools. The main independent variable will be treatment  

 
status of the school. The analyses will control for student demographic characteristics (e.g.,  

 
race/ethnicity, gender, eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch), as well as school characteristics  

 
(e.g., school size, community type). The anticipated reduced form of the regression equation  

 
will be:  
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HRI will also investigate whether there are differential impacts on various sub-groups of  

 
students, such as those from groups historically underrepresented in science and those from rural  

 
areas. A power analysis using the Optimal Design software (Liu, Spybrook, Congdon, Martinez,  

 
& Raudenbush, 2009) indicates that, with the proposed number of schools, this study would have  
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an 80 percent probability of detecting an effect size of 0.10 standard deviations, and a power of  

 
at least 0.94 to detect effects of similar magnitude to those found in previous research.3  

 
Liu, X., Spybrook, J., Congdon, R., Martinez, A. & Raudenbush, S. (2009). Optimal Design for Multi-level  

and Longitudinal Research (Version 2.0) [Computer software]. East Lansing, MI: University of Michigan.  

 

 
3 

 
 

Assumptions for the power analysis were: an average of 73 students per school; level 2 ICC = 0.03;  

level 3 ICC = 0.20; and that level 3 covariates would reduce variance at that level by 88.5 percent. All of  

these assumptions are based on findings from analyses of previous years' statewide PSSA science  

assessment data.  
 

 
 
Selection Criteria E: Strategy and Capacity to Scale Up  

 
Through the five-year Advanced PD project, ASSET expects to reach a projected total of  

 
48,000 students across Pennsylvania. Additionally, a growing number of students will be  

 
impacted through the comprehensive three-pronged approach involving the establishment of  

 
Regional PD Centers, having accessible PD for all teachers statewide and subsidized Advanced  

 
PD targeting high-needs and rural schools. ASSET's anticipated total reach in Pennsylvania is  

 
conservatively estimated at 224,000 students by 2015.  

 
The project will involve several partners, including a consortium of SIE schools, the  

 
Pennsylvania Department of Education, Horizon Research, Penn State Great Valley and other  

 
university partners to be determined. The program will have long-term effects well beyond the  

 
five -year timeline as the content and pedagogy teachers learn will ultimately impact tens of  

 
thousands of students throughout the duration of their careers.  

 
ASSET currently partners with Penn State Great Valley to hold select PD sessions for  

 
SIE. Through an extension of this partnership, ASSET's first full-fledged Regional PD Center  

 
will be located on the Penn State Great Valley campus in Malvern, Pa., near Philadelphia, which  

 
will serve a large number of urban and charter schools. The establishment of this Center will  
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serve as a model for an additional PD Center, which will serve rural schools in central  

 
Pennsylvania at a site to be determined. Additionally, ASSET will partner with other higher  

 
education institutions, such as Elizabethtown College (near Harrisburg), to establish Satellite  

 
Sites surrounding each respective PD Center.  

 
As described in Selection Criteria C, ASSET has demonstrated its expertise in scaling to  

 
meet exponential growth. ASSET already has in place the management capacity, organizational  

 
infrastructure and business systems (see ASSET Inc. Organization Chart Appendix G-6 and  

 
ASSET Business Systems G-7) to manage this project. To meet human capacity needs and to  

 
implement this project with expertise and fidelity, ASSET will staff each PD Center with a Site  

 
Coordinator, Resource Teachers, Professional Development Facilitators (PDFs) and Lead  

 
Teachers (see ASSET Professional Development Center Scale-up Plan Appendix G-8). The staff  

 
for each PD Center will support surrounding Satellite Sites as well.  

 
PD Center Coordinators - ASSET will employ one coordinator at each PD Center. ASSET  

 
currently has a site coordinator in place at Penn State Great Valley who has oversight of PD  

 
conducted at that location. Once a full-fledged PD Center, the coordinator will be responsible  

 
for all activities occurring at that Center and surrounding Satellite Sites.  

 
ASSET Resource Teachers - ASSET's ―teachers teaching teachers model enables teachers  

 
to learn from their peers. Since its inception, ASSET has hired full-time Resource Teachers  

 
as well as Resource Teachers on-loan from area school districts to conduct PD. At each  

 
Center, ASSET will employ four Resource Teachers (two full-time and two on loan).  

 
Veteran Resource Teachers in Pittsburgh will mentor the new Resource Teachers who will  

 
engage in ongoing professional development to ensure content and delivery expertise.  

 
PDFs - ASSET has developed a learning pathway to cultivate a cadre of PD facilitator  

 
consultants. This Pathway engages candidates (primarily recently retired teachers) in courses  
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and institutes to learn the foundations of inquiry, writing to learn, facilitation skills, content  

 
and assessment. Upon completion of the Pathway, candidates may facilitate ASSET PD on  

 
an as-needed consultant basis. ASSET currently has access to 21 PDFs (with seven more  

 
currently in the pathway) and plans to develop at least 18 more to scale up to meet the needs  

 
of the Regional PD Centers and Satellite Sites.  
 

 
Development of Lead Teachers - Lead Teachers follow a similar pathway and serve in a  

 
similar capacity as PDFs; however, rather than serve as consultants, they remain active  

 
classroom teachers in their district. Lead Teachers serve as mentors and coaches for their  

 
peers as they learn to conduct ASSET module training for new participating teachers within  

 
their schools. At the district's discretion, Lead Teachers may also conduct PD on ASSET's  

 
behalf. This model serves as a capacity-builder for both districts and ASSET. ASSET plans  

 
to develop at least four Lead Teachers in districts who will be actively co-facilitating PD  

 
sessions at each Regional Center.  

 
Garnering Support  

 
ASSET believes that innovation cannot happen in isolation. Fueling ASSET's  

 
tremendous growth is the engagement of community foundations and corporations who will be  

 
the ultimate benefactors of a workforce that can think critically, discover and innovate. To date,  

 
ASSET has not secured the total 20% private sector funding match; however, ASSET's  

 
leadership team is confident in the ability to do so. ASSET's annual contributions average:  

 
Foundation Grants  $ 500,000  In-kind Donations  $ 450,000  

 
Corporate Partners/EITC  $ 150,000  Individual Giving  $ 4,000  
 

 
 
 

A key component of successful and sustainable STEM education programs is  

 
administrative and community support. ASSET already engages in widespread stakeholder  
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communications activities to garner ongoing support. Communications with all partners  

 
(including national), funders, school district personnel, parents, legislators and community  

 
members include: direct mail and email, electronic newsletters and announcements, Web site  

 
content, Results Reports, Annual Reports, Vision Conferences and other informational and  

 
membership recruitment events.  

 
Additionally, ASSET works with schools to conduct Showcases of Student Learning.  

 
Showcases are an opportunity for school administration, parents, community members and  

 
legislators to experience firsthand how students in the school have been learning science by  

 
doing science. During the Showcase, students facilitate investigations from their hands-on  

 
science modules and highlight important science concepts they've learned through hands-on,  

 
inquiry-based learning.  

 
As part of the Investing in Innovation validation effort, ASSET leadership will pursue  

 
opportunities to publish articles and share results with the national education community through  

 
online services and national scientific and professional conferences. ASSET will continue its  

 
outreach efforts in order to garner ongoing support for its expanded role in advancing STEM  

 
education in Pennsylvania and serving as a model for other states.  

 
Scaling to Impact More Teachers and Students  

 
The fully-subsidized Advanced PD Program will directly affect 19,200 students over the  

 
five-year course of the program and reach an additional estimated 48,000 students. The cost per  

 
student directly affected will total approximately $1,162 over the full five-year period. Operating  

 
and indirect costs per student per year: Year One $462.26; Year Two $488.24; Year Three  

 
$477.96; Year Four $472.00 and Year Five $423.34. Operating and indirect costs for additional  

 
estimated students reached include: Year One $184.90; Year Two $195.30; Year Three $191.18;  

 
Year Four $188.80 and Year Five $169.33.  
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The cost for reaching proportionally larger student populations over five years includes:  
 

 
100,000 students - $11,620,000  
 

 
250,000 students - $29,050,000  
 

 
500,000 students - $58,100,000  
 

 
 
 

Selection Criteria F: Project Sustainability  

 
Sustainability has been the foundation of ASSET's successful business model since its  

 
inception in 1994. From 1995-2001, ASSET was the recipient of a NSF funded Local Systemic  

 
Change through Teacher Enhancement grant enabling it to serve 30 school districts in Allegheny  

 
County for six years. During the grant, districts paid for the science materials while their PD (up  

 
to 100 hours for every teacher) was provided through the grant. When the grant ended in 2001,  

 
ASSET collaborated with its school district partners to design a fee structure that would meet  

 
their diverse needs while enabling the organization to become self-sustaining. The result: ASSET  

 
successfully transitioned to a fee-for-service organization—retaining all of its member districts.  

 
ASSET's fee-for-service model allows new school districts to participate and as a result the  

 
organization continues to experience organic growth annually.  

 
Indicative of the value of ASSET's program is that its fee-for-service membership thrives  

 
and continues to grow while delivering the free statewide program, Science: It's Elementary.  

 
While the Pennsylvania Department of Education pays the full share of program delivery to  

 
schools during the initial three years, a cost-share model is implemented in the fourth and fifth  

 
year of participation, with schools transitioning out of the grant and into ASSET fee-for-service  

 
membership thereafter. Already several school districts that have one elementary school  

 
participating in SIE have joined ASSET in order to provide hands-on, standards-aligned science  

 
education in their other schools.  
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A cornerstone of ASSET's sustainable model is its ongoing research and development  

 
(R&D) cycle. Under the NSF grant, the organization's leadership learned that in order for  

 
teachers to continuously improve, they must provide an ongoing mechanism for designing  

 
innovative, research-based professional development and involve classroom teachers in the  

 
process. More than a decade later, dozens of ASSET products and services, such as Science  

 
Notebooks, Environment and Ecology Toolboxes and five-day Institutes for Inquiry,  

 
Assessment, Science & Literacy, and inquiry-based Math, are literally changing the way teachers  

 
teach and students learn in hundreds of classrooms. Corporate and foundation support continues  

 
to fund new R&D enabling ASSET professional development content to provide the most-up-to-  

 
date research, thinking and applications in the field.  

 
ASSET will look to incorporate new resources and expertise throughout Pennsylvania  

 
into its R& D process as well as roll-out new products and services to the Regional Centers so  

 
that all teachers and students in Pennsylvania may reap the benefits of continuous improvement.  

 
Another underpinning of sustainability is that ASSET believes that innovation cannot  

 
happen in isolation. ASSET thrives through community partnerships of all shapes and sizes:  

 
School District partners are at the core of ASSET's successful ―teachers teaching  

 
teachers model. Building a cadre of Lead Teachers, Resource Teachers and Science  

 
Coaches who can facilitate professional development sessions at the Regional PD Centers  

 
and Satellite Sites is paramount to sustaining effective science education across  

 
Pennsylvania.  
 

 
Program partners are vital to innovation. From the Pennsylvania Department of  

 
Education to Penn State Great Valley, the Carnegie Science Center and to the classroom  

 
teachers who ask questions and share their successes with their peers, ASSET's partners  

 
exemplify how the whole is stronger than the sum of its parts.  
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Volunteers from all walks of the community, including social service agencies, parent  

 
groups, university students, veterans, employee groups and individuals, collectively  

 
donate 4,000 hours annually in ASSET's Materials Support Center.  
 

 
Community business and education leaders serve on the Board of Directors and  

 
Education Leadership Council, where they share their expertise and advocate on  

 
ASSET's behalf.  
 

 
ASSET Corporate Partners for Improving STEM Education have a vested interest in  

 
providing a STEM-literate workforce and support ASSET's mission through expertise as  

 
well as monetary and in-kind contributions. Current partners include Bayer Corporation,  

 
Carolina Biological Supply Company, Delta Education, Duquesne Light, PPG, Universal  

 
Stainless & Alloy Products and Westinghouse.  

 
Foundation partners provide guidance and advice as well as grants for ASSET's  

 
ongoing R&D, resulting in the launch of new products, and strengthening its  

 
infrastructure to ensure the whole organization is viable and sustainable. Long-time  

 
foundation supporters include Bayer USA Foundation, Buhl Foundation, Grable  

 
Foundation, The Heinz Endowments, Pittsburgh Foundation, PPG Industries Foundation  

 
and Richard King Mellon Foundation.  

 
As ASSET embarks on establishing Regional Professional Development Centers and  

 
Satellite Sites, it will proactively seek partnerships with like-minded organizations across the  

 
state. Through an ever-expanding network of partners and supporters, ASSET is committed to  

 
sustain and build upon the progress made through the Investing in Innovation Fund.  
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Selection Criteria G: Quality of Management Plan & Personnel  

 
ASSET's leadership team is comprised of dedicated professionals and educators who  

 
share a common passion for continuous improvement of both the organization and the teachers it  

 
serves. The management team for this project already has successfully navigated the  

 
organization through the scale up effort for Science: It's Elementary. Each member of the team  

 
has been with the organization for a minimum of four years up to 15 years. The founding  

 
executive director and associate director have grown the organization from its infancy and share  

 
their expertise at conferences and educational forums around the country.  
 

 
 
Project Leadership  
 

 
Organization  

Leadership  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organization  

Leadership  
 

 
 
Project Director  
 

 
 
Professional  

Development  

 
Grant Reports/  

Communication  
 
 
 
 
Financials  

 

 
 

Name/Title  
 

 
Dr. Reeny Davison  

Executive Director &  

Project Consultant  

 
Dr. Helen Sobehart  

Incoming Executive  

Director  
 
Vince Valicenti,  

Associate Director  
 

 
 
Cynthia Pulkowski,  

Director of Programs  
 
Sharon Beddard-Hess,  

Director of PD  

 
Karen Ahearn, Director  

of Communications/  

Resource Development  
 

 
 
Monica Zyra, Director of  

Finance  

 

 
 
Responsibilities  
 

 
Oversee project leadership team and fiscal operations  

relating to the implementation of the proposed project  

and its future and sustainability  
 

 
 
 
 
 
Support the Executive Director in overseeing and  

supervising project leadership team in implementing the  

project  
 
Direct day-to-day operations and PD Center staff relating  

to the project and its future and sustainability  
 
Lead and manage the overall PD staff and activities  

related to implementing the project  

 
Direct programs and staff to facilitate relevant  

communications, recruitment efforts, partnership and 

resource development outreach in order to scale and  

sustain the project  
 
Direct financial resources, accounting process and staff  

related to carrying out the project  
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Operations  
 

 
 
Technology  
 

 
 
Center Coordinator I  
 

 
 
Center Coordinator II  

Bruce Kearns, Director  

of Operations  
 
Carol Jones, Director of  

Information Technology  
 
Connie Siewert, Center  

Coordinator  
 
TBD  

Oversee materials support, business systems and  

personnel  
 
Manage IT staff and comprehensive information systems  

and process  
 
Coordinate day-to-day activities and operation of  

Regional PD Center at Penn State Great Valley  
 
Coordinate day-to-day activities and operation of  

Regional PD Center at site TBD  
 

 
 
 

(Resumes of the leadership team can be found in Appendix C. ASSET's Organizational Chart is  

 
located in Appendix G-6.)  

 
As referenced in Selection Criteria D: Quality of Project Evaluation, the external  

 
evaluation will be conducted by a team at Horizon Research, Inc. (HRI) led by Eric Banilower.  

 
HRI has more than 20 years experience specializing in evaluation and research in mathematics  

 
and science education. Mr. Banilower's background in science education and research  

 
methodology and experience conducting science education research support his leadership of the  

 
10-member evaluation team. He currently leads research and evaluation teams at HRI for several  

 
science and mathematics education programs. HRI staff's experience on these projects ensures  

 
that the evaluation team has the knowledge and expertise to conduct a strong evaluation that both  

 
provides implementation data and gathers evidence of effectiveness.  

 
ASSET's leadership team in partnership with HRI will conduct the following activities  

 
and accomplish the milestones listed in the chart below:  
 

 
Timeline Program Development  Timeline Center Development  Milestones  
 

 
Year 1  
 
2010 - 11  

 

 
Vision Conference  

 
Application  

 
Curriculum Alignment  

 
Site 1  
1 Coordinator  
2 Lead Teachers 

5 PD Facilitators  

 
October 2010  
Vision Conference  
 
November 2010  
Application Process  
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Strategic Planning  
Institute  

Institute/ Inquiry  
Session A  

Lead Teacher Pathway I  

Spring 2011  
Program Launch  
 
Spring 2011  
Site 1  

 
Year 2  
 
2011 - 12  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Year 3  
 
2012 - 13  
 

 
 
 
Year 4  
 
2013 - 14  
 

 
 
 
Year 5  
 
2014 - 15  

 
Institute/ Inquiry  
Session B & C  

Lead Teacher Pathway II  

Institute/Assessment  
Session A  

 
 
 
Institute/Assessment  
Session B & C  

Lead Teacher Pathway III  
 
Institute/Science & 

Literacy Session A  

Institute/Science &  
Literacy  
Session B & C  

Coaching Pathway I  
 
 
Institute/Math  
 
 
Coaching Pathway II  

 
Site 1  
1 Coordinator  
4 Lead Teachers 9 

PD Facilitators  
1 Resource Teacher  

(RT) on loan  
1 RT (Staff)  

 
 
Site 1  
1 Coordinator  
4 Lead Teachers 9 

PD Facilitators  
2 RT (Loan) 2 

RT (Staff)  

 
Site 2  
1 Coordinator  
2 Lead Teachers 

5 PD Facilitators  

 
 
 
 
 
Site 2  
1 Coordinator  
4 Lead Teachers 

9 PD Facilitators  
1 RT (Loan) 1 

RT (Staff  
 

Site 2  
1 Coordinator  
4 Lead Teachers 

9 PD Facilitators  
2 RT (Loan) 2 

RT (Staff)  

 
2011-12 

Teacher  
Participation  
 
Fall 2011  
Site 2  
 
June 2012  
Program Evaluation  

2012-13  
Teacher  
Participation  
 
June 2013  
Program Evaluation  
 

2013-14 

Teacher  
Participation  
 
June 2014  
Program Evaluation  

2014-15 Teacher  
Participation  
 
Fall 2014  
School Coaches  
 
June 2015  
Program Evaluation  



 
 

Furthermore, ASSET's Project Director and appropriate members of the 

leadership team look forward to participating in the Investing in Innovation 

Communities of Practice to discuss potential issues, share research-based and 

proven practices and collaborate with other grantees regarding similar projects.  

 

Through an Investing in Innovation Validation grant, ASSET welcomes 

the opportunity to engage in this project to build upon the SIE program, solidify 

and sustain a state model for STEM education, and improve teacher effectiveness 

and student achievement.  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

1. The proposal provides the design and outcome details of two-quasi 
experimental studies (pp. 15-20) examining the proposed intervention. These 
studies are sufficient for demonstrating moderate evidence that the 
intervention is likely to have a statistically significant, substantial effect on 
improving student achievement.  
 
2. The reported effect sizes for the cited studies suggest a strong likelihood 



that that the proposed project will improve student achievement and help 
close achievement gaps. 

 
Weaknesses 

This proposal does not contain any weaknesses in Section B.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 



progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

1. The detailed evaluation plans are outlined on pp. 26-30 and indicate the 
beginnings of a well-designed study.  The evaluation plan will focus on 5 
research questions relevant to ascertaining the effects of the intervention on 
teachers' learning and practices (p. 26-27), as well as student achievement. 
The evaluation includes a matched-comparison design to determine the 
effects of the intervention (pp. 29). The analyses described on pp. 28-29 
(HLM & Regression) also contribute to the design's rigor. The proposed 
evaluation is rigorous in terms of having sufficient power to demonstrate 
outcome effects (p. 29-30). 
 
2. The measures for the outcome evaluation (4th grade state science 
assessments) should provide the information needed to determine progress 
towards achieving intended outcomes (pp. 29). Training and teachers' 
practice will be monitored to inform the program implementation, evaluation 
(pp. 27-28).  
 
3. The measures for the implementation evaluation will provide high-quality 
data on the key elements and approach to facilitate replication in other 
settings. 
 
4. The evaluation will be conducted by a team of researchers from Horizon 
Research, led by Eric Banilower of Horizon Research. The proposal states 
that 7.5% of the project budget will be set aside for the evaluation. 
 
5. The evaluation will be independent from the project developer and 
implementer. 

 
Weaknesses 

1. The size of the sample for the student achievement evaluation is not 
indicated. Thus, it is difficult to determine if the results of this aspect of the 



evaluation can be generalized to the broader population.  
 
2-3. n/a 
 
4. No CV was provided for Eric Banilower, thus it was impossible to 
determine his level of expertise for leading the evaluation components. The 
budget narrative did not include exactly how much money was budgeted for 
the evaluation, so its adequacy in terms of providing sufficient resources also 
can not be determined. 
 
5. n/a  

 

Reader's Score: 10 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 



educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The focus of the proposal is to implement the scaling of the ASSET Science 
professional development program by creating regional Professional 
Development Centers and satellite sites to support the development of 
teachers' abilities to provide STEM content. One of the strengths of this 
proposal is the strong independent evaluative results on page e6 that 
documented that ASSET schools scored consistently higher in science, math 
and reading then non participating schools.  
 
The comprehensive program design model of the ASSET program allows for 
greater impact by leveraging the new resources to build a "bridge" to support 
schools as they complete the SIE (state funded) program. It supports those 
teachers to full implementation through the "teachers teaching teachers," 
Lead Teacher Development Pathway and a teacher driven Research and 
Development cycle described on page e8. The development of these 
strategies will allow for an expansion of fees-for-service customer system to 
support continual growth.  
 
The design plan contains strategies, a logic model and project outcomes on 
pages e10-12 and a description of the process of evaluation using a third-
party evaluator.  

 
Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 



In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has had a business plan supported with a strong funding 



stream that was diversified with a range of private and public funding which 
has supported their growth into a nonprofit that utilizes a fee-for-service 
fiscal plan. Even more importantly was ASSET's success in growing its 
membership base by 30%.  
 
The fact that ASSET has already effectively scaled up their infrastructure 
with the SIE statewide initiative strengthens this proposal since replication of 
their successful program is at the heart of the new work. ASSET has been 
recognized for its successful growth but even more important is the results of 
an independent evaluation which has documented success.  
 
The programmatic design that emphasizes both quantitative and qualitative 
data analysis paired with their strong and sustained partnerships have led to 
the development of a strong infrastructure which is ready to expand its 
service delivery. ASSET has already provided technical assistance to other 
similar initiatives across the nation as documented on page e24. 

 
Weaknesses 

The data on student achievement is very weak and the application could have 
been strengthened by providing specific data outcomes related to closing the 
achievement gap.  

 

Reader's Score: 19 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 



neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant has a detailed plan to scale its operations from 48,000 students 
to 224,000 by the end of the initiative (page e29). This is feasible based on 
the history of ASSET and its successful growth with their SIE program 
initiative and their sustained partnerships representing both public and 
private funders. 
   
The breakdown of the fiscal costs of service delivery is reasonable for the 



level of services provided to the school and teachers as described on page 
e32.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The ASSET program has a history of transitioning from private only funding 
to a strong funding model that combines public and private funds with fee-
for-service strategy to produce a viable funded budget as documented on 
page e33.  
 
One of the outstanding achievements of the ASSET program is the strong 
infrastructure of partner organizations that support their work. They have 
acquired partners with a wide range of interests from workforce development 
to professional development supporting the ASSET initiative. 

 
Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 



 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The application contains a management plan with a timeline of operational 
milestones on page e 37.  
 
One strength of the ASSET application is the fact that the team that manages 
the project has a range of four to fifteen years of involvement with the 
initiative and there have been no changes in the major leadership positions 
since the inception of the organization. 
 
An external evaluation team has been identified that has expertise 
specifically in science education.  

 
Weaknesses 

The management plan was basic and could have been strengthened with the 
addition of more details included in the design plan listed on pages e10-12 
and the ASSET Project Implementation Plan located in Appendix G-4. 
Combining all these elements into one plan would have  increased its 
adequacy.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 



priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The basis of the ASSET program is its instructional curriculum and 
professional development for teachers in grades K-8 so it includes improving 
teacher's abilities to use inquiry, assessment and notebooking strategies 
which are proven to improve young children's interest in science.  

 
Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

While the application focuses on science and includes some narrative about 
college entry and success, the evidence does not adequately build a case that 
their proposed work would meet the requirements of this competitive 
preference.  

 



Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

This applicant proposed continuation of a project similar to one it has been 
successfully managing for 30-45 LEAs over the last 10 plus years and includes 
ambitious, yet reasonable and cost efficient scale up projections for 48,000 
students at an estimated cost of $465 per student. The applicant shows the 
organizational capacity to carry out this ambitious scale up and presents a chart 
showing how program will be staffed at the organizational level with key 
management staff who have backgrounds and experiences adequate to meet their 
managerial responsibilities. However, the application presents a case which seems 
focused on continuing support for a program called SIE in participating schools, 
rather than implementing the proposed project. In a number of places the 
applicant refers to SIE and that SIE is receiving state funds. Yet it does not draw 
enough of a distinction between how or whether the state support for SIE and the 
support requested from the i3 program grant will be combined, leveraged, or 
operate in tandem. It should show the safeguards being put in place to insure the 
funds will not be commingled inappropriately. Additionally, the applicant does 
not provide detail as to exactly how it or its partners will promote sustainability 
and does not address the question of how the organization will incorporate project 
activities in its repertoire of programs after the grant period. Finally, although the 



application presents an overview description of key program components and an 
outline of project implementation activities, it does not include some key 
components such as benchmarks, specific persons responsible for activities, and 
key activities such as facilities acquisition and hiring. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant indicates that proposed program is research based and 
standards aligned and that there is also evidence of program 
effectiveness.  (pp 2, 15-20). 
 
The applicant presents an overview description of key program components 
and an outline of project implementation activities with time frames. (pp 10, 
Appendix G).  

 
Weaknesses 

The application presents a needs statement that seems focused on the 
continuation of support for SIE in the participating schools rather than the 
implementation of the proposed project and it does not draw enough of a 
distinction between ASSET and SIE and how the two are connected 



programmatically, financially and administratively. (pp 7-9).  
 
The applicant does not provide a clear description of how the program 
components represent an exceptional approach to the needs described on 
page 9.  
 
The applicant does not present a clear link between the two new PD centers 
proposed and how the project strategies will ensure that rural teachers will 
get the training they offer or that establishing them will positively impact 
students. (pp 11-15).  

 

Reader's Score: 16 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The application indicates that the applicant has been successfully managing a 
similar project that involves one PD center like the one proposed for 30-45 
LEAs over the last 10 plus years on page 21.  

 
Weaknesses 

Other than this particular experience and a statement that the organization 
has been in business since 1994, the applicant does not show other instances 
of implementing and managing complex projects successfully. (pp 21-26).  
 
Other than a small study described on pages 14-20, the applicant does not 
address the positive impact its programs have had reducing an achievement 
gap. (pp 21-26.) 

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 



(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 



500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant presents hard projections that the program will be scaled up 
for 9600 students per year, or 48,000 in five years, and speculates that it 
might reach as many as 224,000 students by 2015at an estimated cost of 
approximately $465 per student. This seems reasonable and cost effective. 
(pp 30, Budget Narrative).  
 
The applicant shows the organizational capacity to carry out this ambitious 
scale up 31, Appendix G. Applicant presents what appears to be an effective 
strategy to assign site based scale up responsibilities to TBA site based field 
staff. (p 31).  

 
Weaknesses 

The application does not include position descriptions, qualification 
statements, or criteria for hiring these critical TBA positions. (pp 31, 
Appendix G, Appendix C). 
 
The larger regional and national scale up strategy seems to rely on unsecured 
and uncommitted grant money and there is no description of who the 
applicant expects to secure the money from or specifically how this money 
will be secured. (pp 32-33).  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 



The applicant has established a plan for transitioning the project activities to 
participating LEAs and has successfully implemented such a plan with other 
projects. (p 34).  
 
The applicant is enlisting a variety of partners to promote sustainability. (pp 
35-36).  

 
Weaknesses 

The application does not provide detail as to exactly how the partners will 
promote sustainability or what are the expected outcomes of this promotion. 
(pp 35-36).  
 
The applicant does not address the question of how the organization will 
incorporate project activities in its repertoire of programs. (pp 34-36).  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The applicant presents a chart showing how program will be staffed at the 
organizational level and naming the key management staff. These staff 
members have adequate background and experience to meet their managerial 
responsibilities. (pp 37-38, Appendix C).  
 
The application identifies an evaluator who also has the background and 
experience to meet his responsibilities. (pp 37-38, Appendix C.)  

 



Weaknesses 

The management plan is presented in two parts: one presents a list of staff 
and their general responsibilities; the other shows a timeline for program 
development and center development activities. The applicant does not 
provide enough detail as regards how the general responsibilities specifically 
interface with the program and center development responsibilities. Further, 
the program and center development management plan is missing key 
components such as benchmarks and specific persons responsible for 
activities as well as and elaborations of key activities such as curriculum 
development, facilities acquisition and hiring. (pp 36- 39).  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The application indicates a major focus of its business plan is to expand the 
curriculum to include a pre K program. (p 3). 

 
Weaknesses 

It is unclear why the applicant will wait to carry out this expansion until two 
years into the project. (p 3).  

 

Reader's Score: 1 



2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The applicant includes a number of citations and references to studies 
supporting project goals, one of which is college access. (pp 4-5, Appendix 
H).  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant does not adequately demonstrate how the studies cited show 
that college access and success apply to the specific project strategies or that 
these strategies will produce these important effects.  (pp 4-5, Appendix H).  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Did not address  

 



Weaknesses 

Did not address  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

None identified. 

 
Weaknesses 

In listing possible sites for project implementation activities, the applicant 
shows their locations, but does not include any indicators that show which 
are rural and in fact, two listed are suburban locations (pp 6, 30-31, 
Appendix G).  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Two qualifying studies were discussed in appropriate detail.  When 
available, effect sizes found in those studies were presented for magnitude of 
past effects. Outcomes of these previous studies are similar to outcomes in 
the present study and therefore were appropriate and well presented evidence 
for the study being proposed. A power analysis was conducted and a 
minimum detectable effect size is proposed. The MDES selected was 



informed by past research and the sample size proposed is justified by the 
power analysis that was conducted. This is a very strong section that 
addresses all facets of this section.  

 
Weaknesses 

Not applicable  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 



implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

An independent and qualified evaluator has been selected. Research 
questions pertaining to the evaluation are clearly articulated and match the 
goals/objectives of the project. The research questions will also provide 
meaningful results. Also, a matched control group is proposed using 
propensity score matching as well as use of Hierarchical Linear Modeling 
which will account for the nested nature of the data: both represent a well 
designed evaluation that will provide meaningful and useful results at the 
end of the grant award.  

 
Weaknesses 

One proposed outcome is not discussed or defined. This proposal states 
teacher effectiveness as a mid-term outcome (and it is also alluded to in 
contextual factors portion of research question 4) but does not define it. 
Neither does the proposal state how effectiveness will be measured or 
propose to investigate effectiveness as a mediator to student achievement 
effects. 

 

Reader's Score: 12 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 



or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 



timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 



(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
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20  18  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

ASSET?s main focus is to improve teaching and learning in the domain of 
science (page e7). However, only one third of the school districts are taking 
advantage of the ASSET initiative. ASSET would like to expand the 
initiative. The funds from the Innovation will be used to establish Regional 
PD Centers and Satellite Sites that will allow teachers and administrators to 
have access to All the ASSET?s professional development.  
ASSET?s five approaches are listed on page e9. Each national model is listed 
as well as the innovative approach to implement the program. 
ASSET satellite sites will offer research-based model to the teachers as well 
as the administrators. 
ASSET?s short-term, mid-term and long-term outcomes are listed on page 
e12 and the main focus is to increase teacher effectiveness and to improve 
student achievement. 
Page e13 shows that ASSET innovation program will touch all the students 
including high need student. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 



strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

ASSET was selected in 2006 to design, implement and manage 
Pennsylvania?s statewide science? It?s Elementary (page e20) because of its 
past performance by growing its member base by 30% in three years. For 
example teachers were allow to spend more time in a course (2 days instead 
of 1) to better feel comfortable with course content and delivery method 
(page e21). Therefore, teachers will be able to improve students? academic 



achievement. For that qualitative and quantitative data will be collected 
using a Data collection process and Program assessment (page e22).  

 
Weaknesses 

Data on graduation rate and improvement on student achievement is not 
included in the proposal.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 



(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Page e29 stated that the estimated number of students to be part of the 
ASSET program is 224,000 students by 2015. ASSET will have access to 
various resources throughout his partnership with several agencies (page 
e29). The ASSET Inc organizational chart is in appendix G-6 to show that 
ASSET will have the qualified personnel to implement and manage the 
project and page e30 listed the other key personnel who will be part of the 
project implementation. 
Pages e32 and e33 indicated the start-up cost, the operating cost as well as 
the cost to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 500,000 students.  
 
 
 
   

 
Weaknesses 

ASSET will be publishing articles and share the result with the nation 
education community as stated on page e32. However, the replication of the 
project with another variety of student population is not clearly addressed in 
the application.  

 



Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Pages e34 and e35 indicated that ASSET has the support of educational 
agencies through community partnership and volunteers. Because of its 
sustainability ASSET was able to convert the program to a fee-for service 
membership at the end of the initial grant.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 



The key personnel for this project that constitute the management team has 
already been successful with the organization?s Elementary project with a 
minimum of 4 to 15 years of experience (page e36). The table on page e36 
has listed the role, name and responsibility of the management team for the 
project and the resume of the leadership team are located in appendix G-6. 
Pages e37 and e38 have listed the project timeline by year as well as the 
milestones for each year. 
 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

Early elementary teachers will have access to professional development that 
will provide to them the teaching strategies they should use to address the 
needs of young students (page 3)  

 



Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

ASSET will be using inquiry-based learning that will prepare the students for 
college and life long careers (page 4).  

 
Weaknesses 
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3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/10/2010 6:16 PM    
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Children’s Literacy Initiative Model Classroom Innovation For Raising Teacher Quality and Increasing Student 

Literacy Achievement  

Validation Proposal Submitted to the Investing in Innovation Fund  

 

Section A. Project Need & Quality of Design of Proposed Project      

If you ask a five-year-old child just starting kindergarten what he or she will learn in school, one 

answer is likely to be "I will learn how to read."  It is one of the first and most compelling of 

promises we as a society make to our schoolchildren, and the one most often broken by failing 

schools across the country.  Unfortunately, a key truth about America is that children who do not 

develop basic reading and writing skills will never do well in school, and they will rarely 

succeed in the workplace.  Our President has identified the urgent need to catch up with student 

achievement in other nations, and our Army has declared the low literacy rate of America's youth 

to be a national security risk because too few army prospects satisfy its literacy requirement 

(Mission: Readiness, 2009).  The Children’s Literacy Initiative’s (CLI) innovative intervention is 

a direct response to this problem: it increases the number of highly-skilled teachers who can help 

their colleagues improve instruction and help students achieve the critical milestone of reading at 

or above grade-level by the end of 3
rd

 grade.  The intervention shows that exemplary teaching is 

observable, measurable, replicable, and scalable.  It is a unique form of professional 

development that builds and sustains in-house capacity through the development of Model 

Classroom teachers. 

 WHY AREN’T CHILDREN LEARNING TO READ? A landmark report by the National Commission 

on Teaching and America’s Future (1996) showed that teacher quality accounts for 90% of 

disparities in student reading and math achievement and called for quality teachers for all 

children by 2006. A follow-up study, conducted in 2003, showed that teacher quality throughout 

the US was still a significant problem (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 

2003). Research from the National Council on Teacher Quality (2006) suggests that many 
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Children’s Literacy Initiative Model Classroom Innovation For Raising Teacher Quality and Increasing Student 

Literacy Achievement  

Validation Proposal Submitted to the Investing in Innovation Fund  

 

teacher education programs do not adequately teach reading instruction. This is a particular 

problem in the early grades for several reasons.  Most reading failure can be prevented when 

teachers address difficulties in the early grades (National Reading Panel, 2000).  Poor readers at 

the end of 1
st
 grade rarely read at grade level by the end of elementary school (Francis, Shawitz, 

Stuebing, and Fletcher, 1996; Juel, 1988; Shawitz, et al., 1999; Torgesen and Burgess, 1998).  

Reading on grade-level by the end of 3
rd

 grade is an important indicator of future achievement 

and success 
 
(National Center of Education Statistics). The good news is that when instruction is 

expert, almost all children will learn to read (International Reading Association). (References are 

attached.)  

WHAT IS THE SOLUTION?   When teachers are well prepared to do their jobs, they are more likely 

to achieve instructional goals and are motivated to set higher expectations for themselves and 

their students. CLI’s professional development is effective because it meets the following key 

research-based criteria: being intensive and ongoing, e.g., at least 30 hours per year, (Yoon, 

Duncan, Lee, Scarloss and Shapley, 2007); inclusive of planned follow-up (Corcoran, 1995; 

Garet et al, 2001; Joyce and Showers, 1995); content-focused and classroom-based (Birman, 

Desimone, Porter and Garet, 2000; Corcoran, 1995; Garet et al 2001; Porter et al, 2003); and 

includes peer learning, which includes observing exemplary teachers in action, applying 

knowledge to practice, and reflecting with peers (Darling-Hammond, 2009; Berry et al, 2010), 

which have been shown to enhance quality of all grade-level peers, e.g., has a spillover effect 

(Jackson and Bruegmann, 2009).  A large federally funded-study of The Literacy Collaborative 

found that larger amounts of coaching led to higher rates of student learning, reading gains, and 

increases in teacher expertise (Bryk, AERA Conference presentation, 2010). CLI’s strategy is to 
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invest in teachers who are already placed in the classroom in order to make positive change for 

teachers, schools, districts, and, most importantly, the children they serve, which is the most 

scalable and replicable model. CLI’s approach is similar to the Milken Foundation’s Teacher 

Advancement Program, but includes developing (rather than simply selecting) mentor/model 

teachers and using metrics to determine what is expert, with a direct focus on literacy.  CLI’s 

work shows that teachers can become exemplary instructors when they receive the right 

combination and intensity of training and coaching.  

WHAT IS CLI’S INTERVENTION ? CLI’s Model Classroom intervention is an innovative approach 

to deconstructing, standardizing, and spreading effective and evidence-based instructional 

practices. CLI focuses on the teaching, which can be observed and replicated, rather than the 

individual “superhero” teacher.  The outcome of the intervention is a literacy-rich environment 

where teachers across a grade level develop young readers whose achievement far exceeds the 

low performance expectations most teachers have for students in high poverty schools.  An 

independent two-year study of CLI’s Philadelphia Model Classrooms commissioned by the 

William Penn Foundation was conducted by the OMG Center for Collaborative Learning. It 

showed that a significantly higher percentage (11%) of kindergarten and first grade students in 

schools with Model Classrooms (students taught by Model Classroom teachers as well as 

students taught by colleague teachers benefiting from a spillover effect) reached district 

benchmarks than students in comparison schools.  Because Model Classrooms leverage public 

investments already made in teachers, the University of Pennsylvania’s Center for High Impact 

Philanthropy identified CLI as an exemplary educational organization where charitable dollars 

can do the most good. This was determined using a cost per impact (impact being defined as the 
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child reaching benchmark reading scores for his or her grade, vs. not) calculation methodology 

that the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation later identified as an effective way to measure social 

value (Gates Foundation, December 2008 presentation). 

The results in the Model Classrooms serve as benchmarks for what the children of their 

schools and districts can achieve. Model Classroom teachers take it as their responsibility to 

share their expertise with colleagues in order to make a larger impact.  Because the exemplary 

teaching in Model Classrooms is documented in metrics such as CLI’s Teacher’s Effective 

Literacy Practices (TELP) checklist, the strategies that the teacher is utilizing are observable and 

replicable by others.   

CLI’s Model Classroom intervention aligns with the Department of Education’s Request 

for Proposals that include strategies to identify, recruit, place, develop, reward, and retain highly 

effective teachers. CLI’s intervention will help the Department of Education achieve its Absolute 

Priority One to increase the number of highly effective teachers so that there is an impact on 

student learning.  CLI’s successful intervention represents an “exceptional” approach to Absolute 

Priority One for the following reasons: it recognizes and leverages excellent practice; it 

establishes  measurable standards of practice;  the positive impact on students and teachers is 

supported by evidence (see Section B); it has been designed and documented so that it can be 

implemented with fidelity, which fosters its scalability and holds promise for its wider adoption 

(see Section E); and it builds a school’s in-house capacity for professional development (see 

Section F).  

HOW IS THE INTERVENTION IMPLEMENTED?   CLI has a three-pronged strategy for developing 

highly effective teachers in kindergarten through 3
rd

 grade (K-3). This approach is based on 
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research and experience that show how students learn to read and how teachers learn to teach 

and is designed to build school’s in-house capacity to support professional development long 

after CLI’s three-year intervention.  

Strategy #1: Train all K-3 teachers in a school in high-impact, evidence-based, literacy 

instructional practices and establish shared standards of practice  

a.  CLI provides formal professional development trainings that begin with a documented three-

day Institute to provide teachers with the fundamentals of high quality literacy instruction. CLI 

then facilitates mastery of the standards of practice through nine interactive seminars over three 

years. As a result, all K-3 teachers learn the following components that the National Reading 

Panel states are essential for teaching students to read: phonological and phonemic awareness, 

vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. Teachers use research-based instructional strategies to 

create rigorous, standards-based lessons; to develop literacy-rich classroom environments; and to 

examine, understand, and use data to drive practice. This includes a specific focus on formative 

assessment strategies developed by Dr. Darrell Morris (2008; 2005). Teachers often find it 

difficult and time consuming to collect and utilize formative, or diagnostic, data such as running 

records.   In this project teachers will work with Professional Developers trained by Morris. They 

will learn to use classroom assessment tools that are doable within the confines of a normal 

school setting, provide teachers with timely data, and most importantly, provide usable data that 

teachers will rely on to inform their instructional decisions. These tools measure similar elements 

to the DIBELS, but teachers find the data more meaningful. Teachers will provide input to CLI 

on the usability of the assessments and the impact on their instruction.   
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b. CLI provides intensive, ongoing coaching to each K-3 teacher over three years, which is the 

key to ensuring that teachers can practice, apply, reflect on, refine, and master the standards of 

practice they learn via CLI’s Institute and seminars. Topics could include reading workshop, 

writing workshop, vocabulary development, phonics, etc. Coaching includes: (1) in-classroom 

coaching, where Professional Developers model teaching, co-teach, help design lessons, and/or 

observe teachers and provide immediate feedback; (2) small group coaching, where one or more 

teachers teach a lesson and all reflect on its effectiveness; (3) grade-level meetings where grade-

level teams plan lessons, examine student work, interpret data, and refine instruction; and (4) 

guided visits to Model Classrooms to see exemplary teaching. Teachers leave Model Classroom 

visits motivated and better prepared to risk trying new strategies learned in seminars.  All 

content-focused coaching sessions include a pre- conference for lesson planning, lesson delivery 

by a Professional Developer or teacher, and a post-lesson conference in which teachers analyze 

student work, consider a lesson’s effectiveness, and plan for future lessons. Teachers and 

Professional Developers utilize CLI’s Teacher’s Effective Literacy Practices (TELP) inventory 

tool to monitor progress in mastering the standards of practice. Use of this tool (which is focused 

on literacy, unlike commercially-available teacher observation tools) ensures that (1) coaching 

and evaluation of teacher progress are driven by a teacher’s individual needs and goals while (2) 

simultaneously ensuring that goals are informed by standards of practice.  

c. CLI helps teachers create literacy-rich environments (see attached photo and description) that 

encourage student reading and writing, based on research that shows exposure to literacy-rich 

environments promotes rapid growth in literacy skills (Burns, Griffin, and Snow, 1999).  The 

classroom’s focal point is a “library corner” where students read independently or in small 
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groups.  Open areas are available for collaborative writing.  Student work, graphic organizers, 

and rubrics are displayed, which motivates students to write and shows the high level of student 

achievement that is possible.  These and many other classroom characteristics are captured on 

the TELP checklist, so that every element is defined and replicable. 

d. CLI provides content-rich instructional resources, including classroom collections of high-

quality children’s literature, authentic texts for teaching subjects like science and social studies, 

and leveled texts for guided reading.   CLI carefully selects books for intentional lesson-based 

read alouds, independent reading, and home-lending library collections based on their rich 

content and vocabulary, the most important supports for reading comprehension (Willingham, 

2006).    

Strategy #2: Identify, recruit, and develop one Model Classroom teacher per grade  (K-3). 

CLI collaborates with each school’s principal to identify a teacher who is already placed in the 

school at each grade level (K-3) and recruit them to receive more intensive and extensive 

training, coaching, and high-quality resources than their grade-level colleague teachers. This 

higher intensity training prepares them to become models who can help their grade-level peer 

teachers draw on the spillover effect of working alongside an exemplary teacher to continue to 

master literacy standards of practice long after CLI’s coaching intervention is complete. CLI and 

principals select teachers who convey interest in expanding their learning and willingness to try 

something new. These teachers are not “superheroes” – they are simply teachers who are willing 

to participate in a strategic effort to help establish and sustain a cadre of teachers who know how 

to promote student achievement, with a goal of student growth of one and a half levels per year. 

They are teachers who are willing to constantly improve and develop their literacy instructional 
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practices. Model Classroom teachers are not “anointed;” rather, they are developed over time and 

according to a rubric of practices that CLI has begun to develop, called the “Tiers of 

Proficiency.”  As part of this project, CLI will work with teachers and principals to gather their 

input in order to further develop this evaluation tool and increase its usefulness for selecting and 

developing Model Classroom teachers. 

Model Classroom teachers receive additional training, twice as much coaching as 

colleagues receive, with a sharper focus on reading strategies, assessment, and intentionally 

developing teacher capacity to model exemplary practices. City-wide monthly Model Classroom 

teacher meetings, led by CLI Professional Developers, are a professional development study 

group network where teachers study instructional practices and recent research. Through ongoing 

collaboration with teachers from other schools and districts, they learn about excellent practices 

that have been implemented in other districts nationally, which deepens the learning of advanced 

instruction that they bring back to and share with teachers in their schools. In combination with 

coaching, monthly meetings prepare Model Classroom teachers to host visits to their classrooms 

by grade-level teachers, school leaders, legislators, concerned citizens, student teachers, and 

many others. These visits are key for raising expectations for, and investment in, student 

achievement in high-poverty neighborhoods and schools. Equally important, visits leverage the 

cost of one teacher’s learning by ensuring that there is always a way to share it with all other 

teachers in a school. Model Classroom teachers are rewarded with an annual $1,000 stipend for 

going “above and beyond”, and additional funds for high-quality resources, other learning 

opportunities, including reflecting on videotapes of their own lessons, and hosting visits to their 

Model Classrooms.  
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Beyond this financial reward, the Model Classroom teachers also gain psychic rewards of being 

recognized as leaders, being allowed some instructional autonomy, and knowing that there is a 

career lattice available to them.  The MetLife Survey of The American Teacher has shown that a 

collegial workplace in which teachers collaborate is in fact more important to teachers’ job 

satisfaction and retention than are small salary increases. 

Strategy #3: Ensure school leaders know how to leverage Model Classrooms and the school 

learning community to sustain and expand excellent literacy instruction. Through regular 

meetings with principals and school-based instructional coaches, CLI reinforces and grows 

school-wide commitment to excellent literacy practices. CLI meets with principals bi-monthly 

and provides an Institute, two-day Coaching Camp, and two assessment seminars (including one 

focused on CLI’s TELP skills inventory) for school-based instructional coaches. Principals and 

school-based coaches both receive Administrator’s Handbooks and have access to CLI’s online 

resources. CLI teaches these school leaders how to develop and support learning communities, 

including how to identify teachers who would learn from Model Classrooms, and providing time 

for Model Classroom teachers to mentor peers through meetings and inter-visitation.  In this 

way, principals and other school leaders leverage the cost of one teacher per grade’s learning to 

create a spill-over effect and spark school-wide improvement. Additionally, principals benefit 

from Model Classrooms by improving standards for recruiting, hiring, and retaining teachers 

who are a good fit with the school learning community. In addition to the school being a more 

desirable workplace, principals will have higher expectations of the candidates they interview. 

(See chart on following page for overview.) 
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A 3-Year Strategy:  How CLI Provides Professional Development to a Grade Level 

and Establishes a Model Classroom 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

-3-day Institute, full-day 

seminars, intensive coaching for 

all teachers 

- Resources and books for all 

classrooms 

- Identification and recruitment 

of a teacher to become the Model 

Classroom teacher – to receive 

additional coaching and 

resources 

-Model Classroom Network 

meetings for Model teacher 

-Coaching Camp, 3-day Institute 

and seminars for school-based 

literacy coach  

Principal meetings and coaching  

-Seminars and intensive coaching 

for all teachers  

-Additional seminars and 

coaching for Model teacher  

-Resources for Model Classroom 

-Model Classroom Network 

meetings for Model teacher 

-Principal meetings 

 

 

-Seminars and intensive coaching 

for all teachers  

-Additional coaching for Model 

teacher  

-Model Classroom Network 

meetings for Model teacher 

-Principal meetings 
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INVESTING IN INNOVATION REQUEST: CLI plans to demonstrate how an existing program for 

which moderate evidence of success exists (as defined in the Federal Register) can be taken to 

scale within a district and replicated both regionally and across the country to improve student 

achievement, increase the number of highly effective teachers, use metrics to set standards of 

practice, and have a spill-over effect that builds a school-wide culture of excellent literacy 

instruction. 

Goal: CLI will increase the number of K-3 teachers who have the content knowledge and 

instructional skill needed to teach students to read on grade level by the end of 3
rd

 grade. 

Ultimately, as Model Classroom teachers model exemplary literacy instruction throughout their 

careers, CLI will steadily increase the number of students who read on grade level and improve 

instructional practices throughout entire regions. 

Objective: CLI will train 456 teachers in grades K-3 in 38 randomly selected public schools in 

geographically distinct areas of the US, reaching 45,600 students per year during the five year 

grant period (based on 25 students per class, 3 teachers per grade level, number of years teachers 

are participating in the project) 

 Outcomes: The primary research questions are: (1) What impact did the CLI Model Classroom 

treatment have on student achievement in early literacy? (2) What cumulative impact did 

providing multiple years of the CLI Model Classroom treatment have on student achievement in 

early literacy? and (3) What impact did the CLI Model Classroom treatment have on teacher 

instruction in early literacy? 

SCHOOL DISTRICT SELECTION: Districts have been selected to participate in this Validation effort 

based on the following: large populations of low income, low performing students (based on the 
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percent of 3rd graders scoring proficient or above in reading according to state-defined 

proficiency standards for each grade, used for No Child Left Behind accountability); 

commitment to teacher development as a core strategy; and high population density so that CLI 

can leverage its practice, literacy specialists, and Model Classroom teachers to expand to 

additional, neighboring districts in each region at the end of the intervention period. In each of 

the following districts, CLI will work with superintendents to identify schools where its Model 

Classroom intervention can make the greatest impact in closing the achievement gap, and where 

CLI has not previously developed Model Classrooms. 

a.  Newark Public Schools (NPS) teaches 40,507 children, with 69.9% qualifying for 

free/reduced-price. Census data shows that 28.1% of the city’s public school students are “living 

in poverty” compared to the state average of 11%.  Newark’s student body is primarily African-

American (58%) and Latino (33.6%), and the city is behind the rest of the state in 3rd grade 

reading proficiency: the state average is 63%, while Newark’s is only 41%.  For this reason, 

NPS’ Strategic Plan 2009-2013 includes 3
rd

 grade reading improvement as a core goal.   

b.  The School District of Philadelphia (SDP) is a large, urban district where 68.4% of 172,704 

students qualify for free/reduced-price lunch, and 30.1% of students live in poverty, compared to 

a state average of 15.1%.  The student body is primarily African-American (61%) and Latino 

(16.3%), and only 54% of 3rd graders demonstrate reading proficiency compared to the state 

average of 77%.  These statistics underscore the need for the highest quality teachers. Yet a 2007 

study by Research for Action shows that teachers in the schools these children attend are actually 

likely to be less experienced and less credentialed.  As a result, SDP outlines multiple strategies 

for achieving student success in its Imagine 2014 Strategic Plan, including professional 
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development, increased teacher collaboration, and more Model Classrooms so teachers can 

observe and learn from highly effective colleagues.   

c. Chicago Public Schools (CPS) is the third largest school district in the US. It educates 407,500 

students, 86% of whom qualify for free/reduced-price lunch.  Its student body is primarily 

African-American (45%) and Latino (41%).  56% of 3rd grade students demonstrate reading 

proficiency, compared to the state average of 72%.CPS’ 2002 Education Plan focuses on 

developing high-quality teachers.             

d. Camden City Public Schools serves one of the poorest communities in the United States.  The 

district, which serves approximately 19,000 students, has been classified as “in need of 

improvement”. Camden’s student body is 51.5% African-American and 46.3% Latino. More 

than 80% of its students qualify for free or reduced price lunch; only 19% of 3
rd

 grade students 

demonstrate proficiency on the state reading assessment compared to the state average of 63%. 

IMPLEMENTATION: CLI will implement the exact same intervention that showed evidence of 

success (see Section B), e.g., same training curricula, sequence of activities, coaching strategies, 

dosage, and supporting resources. American Institutes for Research (AIR), which has been 

engaged as independent evaluator for the effort proposed herein, developed an implementation 

timeline that allows for a well-designed randomized control trial. CLI will begin work with 3
rd

 

grade in Year One, kindergarten and 1
st
 grade teachers in Year Two and 2

nd
 grade in Year Three.  

Section B: Strength of Research and Significance and Magnitude of Effect  

 

There is moderate evidence, as defined in the Federal Register requirements, that CLI’s 

intervention has had a statistically significant, substantial, and important effect on improving 

student achievement. This evidence includes an independent quasi-experimental evaluation with 
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carefully matched comparison group design that provides strong internal validity and was 

independently commissioned by the William Penn Foundation and externally conducted by the 

OMG Center for Collaborative Learning (OMG, 2009). Researchers matched a set of 15 CLI 

treatment schools with a set of 14 non-participating control schools in the same district 

(Philadelphia) based on 10 key school characteristics. Characteristics included prior achievement 

test scores in 3
rd

 grade reading on the state assessment (PSSA); demographic characteristics 

including ethnicity, poverty, proportion of students receiving special education services, 

proportion of students receiving English as a second language services, enrollment size and 

student-to-teacher ratio; and location within the district. Treatment and comparison groups were 

equivalent at baseline on observed characteristics. Implementation of the CLI Model Classroom 

treatment was well-documented with instrument response rates all above 79%.  Students in both 

groups of schools entered kindergarten in the same year. Researchers evaluated the students’ 

achievement on the same validated test of reading skills (DIBELS) administered in the same way 

to both the treatment and comparison groups. The study showed that a higher percentage of 

kindergarten students in schools with Model Classrooms (students taught by Model Classroom 

teachers as well as students taught by grade-level colleagues benefiting from a spillover effect) 

reached district literacy benchmarks compared to students in comparison schools for each of the 

three years studied. For example, in both 2007-08 and 2008-09, students in Model Classroom 

schools and comparison schools started the year with no statistically significant differences in 

student performance. In 2007-08, 75% of students Model Classroom schools performed at 

benchmarks, compared to 68% in comparison schools. In 2008-09, 77% performed at 

benchmarks, compared to 68% in comparison schools. Additionally, the overall proportion of 
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students reaching grade level and the change from the beginning of the year to the end was 

always greater for Model Classroom schools. Significantly more African American students 

reached proficiency in Model Classroom schools than in comparison schools, 74% of 

kindergarten students in Model Classroom schools compared to 64% in comparison schools, 

62% of 1
st
 grade students in Model Classroom schools compared to 48% in comparison schools 

in 2008-09.  

VALIDITY, SIGNIFICANCE AND MAGNITUDE OF EFFECT: Although the sample size was small, 14 

treatment and 14 comparison schools, the study was conducted in a large, urban district working 

with a high-poverty elementary student population that is found in many other cities across the 

country.  This study has moderate external validity generalizing to some of the districts, schools, 

and students that are at the center of the current push to turnaround low-performing schools. This 

study also fits the Federal Register requirements for a “potentially substantial and important” 

magnitude of the effect. Based on the Kindergarten 2006-07 results, the one-year effect on the 

percentage of students that reached proficient on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (DIBELS) assessment of participation in a CLI Model Classroom school is substantial and 

important with an effect size of 0.29 SD, based on a conversion to the Cox index for 

dichotomous outcomes.  Similar impacts for kindergarten were found in 2007-08 and 2008-09. 

The treatment in the proposed study is the same and the proposed i3 evaluation will examine not 

only a one-year impact but also a cumulative two-year impact on students (treated in both 

kindergarten and grade 1) whose schools and teachers received the CLI treatment over those two 

years. Several other less rigorously designed studies (McGill-Franzen et al., 1999; Scheffer, 
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1999; Walter, 1999; 1996; Zill et al., 1998) have suggested similarly positive results for CLI 

treatment. 

Section C: Applicant Experience          

 

CLI has a 22-year track record of improving student achievement, increasing the number of 

highly effective teachers, and managing complex projects. CLI helps children in high-poverty 

schools become powerful readers, writers, speakers, and thinkers by improving the quality of 

literacy instruction in grades K-3 to help them reach the critical milestone of reading on grade-

level by the end of 3
rd

 grade. CLI’s intervention works with all teachers across the K-3 grade-

levels, principals, and other school leaders, to standardize highly effective evidence-based 

literacy instruction practices. To date, CLI has established 135 Model Classrooms in ten cities. A 

study on the Philadelphia Kindergarten Literacy Intervention Program, a precursor to the Model 

Classroom, was conducted by Dr. Richard Allington, former President of the International 

Reading Association, and Dr. Anne McGill-Franzen. It showed that students whose teachers 

received two CLI interventions (30 hours of formal professional development training plus high 

quality books and materials) performed significantly better than students in control groups on all 

measures (1996). This study, which was published in the Journal of Education Research, led to 

development of Model Classrooms, which have shown great success and are the subject of the 

current validation request.  

DISTRICT ACHIEVEMENT:  Promising outcomes from CLI’s work with Philadelphia schools is 

described in Sections A and B. It is worth repeating that significantly more African American 

students reached reading proficiency in Model Classroom schools than comparison schools. 

Latino non-English Language Learners in Model Classroom schools fared better than those in 
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comparison schools, with fewer requiring more intensive interventions at the end of the year. 

Other examples include White Plains, NY, where only 49% of students were meeting literacy 

benchmarks by the end of kindergarten when CLI began its work there; three years later 86% of 

kindergarten students met benchmarks. First grade students demonstrated similar gains, with 

56% proficient at the start of CLI’s intervention and 74% proficient after implementation of 

Model Classrooms. The White Plains Assistant superintendent (see attached letter) credits CLI 

with helping the district develop and sustain a coherent approach to literacy instruction and “an 

embedded exemplary practice.”  

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT:  CLI has played a critical role in helping schools make such exceptional 

improvement that they have received state and national honors. One example that has received 

recent national attention is Gotwals Elementary School in Norristown, PA, outside of 

Philadelphia. Since CLI established Model Classrooms in grades K-3 at Gotwals Elementary 

School, the percentage of 3
rd

 grade students who demonstrated proficiency on the state’s 

standardized reading test grew from 20% to 69%. This helped Gotwals earn the 2009 National 

Title 1 Distinguished School Award for being one of two Pennsylvania schools with the greatest 

student gains over the past two years.  

TEACHER IMPACT: Teachers report that their students read and write more frequently and with 

greater confidence; that they have higher expectations for their students, themselves, and their 

fellow teachers; that they have greater confidence; and that they have higher job satisfaction. 

After working with CLI for three years, one veteran teacher saw her students achieving what she 

had struggled to accomplish for 15 years. She later told CLI, “I have become the teacher I always 

wanted to be.” CLI’s trainings are so popular that many teachers have participated when they 
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were not being compensated for their time. CLI Professional Development is so highly valued 

that Model Classroom teachers look for other Model Classroom schools when they need to seek 

new district placements for personal reasons, which suggests the potential for using Model 

Classrooms as a recruiting tool.  

AWARDS & RECOGNITION: CLI is recognized as a respected leader in the teacher professional 

development and literacy instruction fields. CLI has presented at the annual conferences of the 

National Staff Development Council, Holmes Partnership, National Black Child, Lesley 

University’s Literacy for All, and International Reading Association, among others. CLI has 

been asked to present at the U.S. Department of Education’s Early Childhood Educator 

Professional Development Program/Early Reading First Program and its Comprehensive Early 

Learning Systems National conferences. CLI’s work has been recognized by the International 

Reading Association for “Exemplary Service in the Promotion of Literacy” and by the 

Pennsylvania House of Representatives for its “Meaningful Contribution Toward a Better and 

More Productive Society”. CLI has received several prestigious funding awards, including the 

2009 Bank of America Foundation Neighborhood Builder Award, which recognizes significant 

community-wide impact and is awarded to only two organizations in each of its large markets. 

IMPLEMENTING COMPLEX PROJECTS: CLI is accustomed to implementing, managing, evaluating, 

and reporting on complex projects. Highlights include the following: 

a.  Model Classrooms currently operate in 135 classrooms across the US. These were designed, 

implemented, managed, and evaluated by the same team of professionals who will lead this 

effort. This team can establish relationships with district stakeholders, raise funds, and 

implement the intervention with fidelity. This includes working with many schools in a district 
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and with numerous districts in the US simultaneously. All projects have been completed within 

budget and some have included working with independent evaluators to measure effectiveness.  

b.  The Wachovia Foundation’s Teachers and Teaching Initiative (TTI) was a $15,000,000 

strategy to evaluate and strengthen the nation’s most effective teacher quality work. CLI was one 

of only 23 grantees nationally. Other grantees included some of the nation’s leading teacher 

quality organizations, such as Teach for America and the New Teachers Project. CLI received a 

multiyear $747,000 grant to implement Model Classrooms in northern New Jersey (see attached 

letter).  

PARTNERS: The American Institutes for Research (AIR), the firm selected through a competitive 

RFP process to serve as CLI’s evaluator for this Validation grant, has more than 60 years of 

experience developing, implementing, and managing large-scale evaluation projects. AIR is a 

leader in the use of rigorous research to evaluate policies and practices in education, combining 

complex, mixed-method, multi-year studies as well as short-term data collection and analysis 

tasks. AIR is experienced in conducting randomized controlled trials in schools, including 

evaluations of educational interventions in the areas of early reading and teacher professional 

development. One particularly relevant example is its Professional Development Impact in 

Reading Study, which was completed last year for Institute of Education Sciences. This 

Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT) evaluated the impact of two different forms and levels of 

professional development offered to grade 2 teachers (PD institute and seminars alone, PD 

institute and seminars plus coaching) on teacher knowledge, reading instruction, and student 

achievement. Combining scientific rigor with an understanding of how schools operate, AIR 

researchers, several who are key staff on this proposed evaluation, collaborated with the program 
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developer, an advisory committee, and with educators in 90 schools in 6 districts nationwide 

over six years. This is just one example of its many multi-year, multi-site, multi-state evaluation 

projects, many of which have been supported by US Department of Education funds and have 

received additional support from philanthropic leaders, such as the Gates and Packard 

Foundations.  Newark Public Schools, The School District of Philadelphia, Camden City Public 

Schools, and Chicago Public Schools  also have significant experience managing complex 

projects similar to the Model Classrooms intervention described here. Each district has 

implemented programs that involve large numbers of its schools; partnered with external 

organizations to improve student achievement, which has included cooperating with independent 

evaluations to measure program success; and managing federal funds.  

Section D: Quality of the Project Evaluation  

 

DESIGN: AIR proposes to conduct a randomized controlled trial in which schools are randomly 

assigned to treatment and control groups.  The treatment (CLI) schools will receive all aspects of 

the CLI program:  formal teacher professional development training, expert instructional 

coaching, development of a Model Classroom teacher at each grade level, and books and 

resources.  Control schools will continue to experience “business as usual” for the evaluation 

years, receiving CLI services at a later time.  CLI has already secured an agreement to 

participate, with full understanding of this design, from four districts, for a total of 76 schools.  

This sample size is further discussed in the section below on statistical power.  Within each 

participating Kindergarten, Grade 1, and Grade 2 classroom (we assume three classrooms per 

grade) in both treatment and control conditions, we propose drawing a random sample of 8 

students to be assessed at the beginning and end of each treatment year. 
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TIMELINE: AIR proposes a 5-year evaluation plan, outlined in the table below.   

 Year 1 

2010-2011 

Year 2 

2011-2012 

Year 3 

2012-2013 

Year 4 

2013-2014 

Year 5 

2014-1015 

Evaluated 

Grades 

Planning 

Year 

Kindergarten 

Grade 1 

Kindergarten 

Grade 1 

Grade 2 

 

Grade 1 

Grade 2 

Analysis and 

Reporting 

Non-

Evaluated 

Grades in 

Treatment 

Schools 

Grade 3 Grade 3 Grade 3   

Delayed 

Treatment in 

Control 

Schools 

   Kindergarten Kindergarten 

Grade 1 

Grade 2 

 

AIR proposes that Year One (2010-2011) of the project be reserved for evaluation planning to 

include obtaining clearance through AIR’s Institutional Review Board (IRB), verification of 

school participation (e.g., signing memorandums of understanding), finalizing the design, 

developing and piloting implementation measures, and working with Dr. Darrell Morris to train 

staff and plan achievement test administration. During the planning year, we will also provide 

preliminary implementation data and formative performance feedback that CLI can use to ensure 

high quality implementation of the program for the evaluation period.  Years Two, Three, and 

Four of the project will be used for program implementation for the purposes of evaluation 

(discussed in further detail below), and Year Five would be reserved for data processing, analysis 

and reporting.   

PHASE-IN: Given the size of this intervention effort across a large number of schools and 

multiple grade levels at each school, participation in the CLI program will be phased in by grade 

level as shown in the table above.  Within any participating school among the evaluated grades, 
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only Kindergarten and Grade 1 will participate in CLI during Year 2 of the project.  

Kindergarten, Grade 1 and Grade 2 will participate in CLI during Year 3, and Grade 1 and Grade 

2 will participate in Year 4.    This design allows for estimation of the following treatment 

effects: 

- After Year 2 of the project -- one year of teacher and one year of student participation. 

- After Year 3 --  two years of student participation, for the students who participated in both 

Kindergarten and Grade 1; and one year of student participation but two years of teacher 

participation, for the students attending Kindergarten in 2012-2013. 

- After Year 4  -- three years of student participation, for the students who participated in 

Kindergarten and Grades 1 and 2; and two years of student participation and two or three years 

of teacher participation, for the students attending Grade 1 in 2013-2014. 

Per the agreement with participating districts to delay treatment onset in evaluated grades, CLI 

will implement professional development outside of the evaluated grades in Grade 3 in treatment 

schools beginning in year one. Control schools will not receive any CLI services, at any studied 

grade, until Year 4 of the study at which time Kindergarteners not included in any evaluated 

cohort will begin to experience CLI. 

STATISTICAL POWER: With assignment at the school level, our power analyses show that 76 total 

schools (3 classrooms per grade level and 8 students per classroom; ICC = 0.15) would give 0.80 

power to detect program effects on student outcomes ranging from 0.18 to 0.22 of a standard 

deviation, depending on the ability of the baseline indicator to predict the posttest (calculated for 

a range of values: R-square = 0.40, 0.50, 0.60).   
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IMPLEMENTATION: AIR proposes gathering data on teacher training and coaching services to 

measure their fidelity to the CLI model.  These data will also allow us to sufficiently document 

the key elements of the treatment to facilitate replication or testing in other settings. Our previous 

professional development and coaching studies have had success using customized fidelity forms 

and coaching logs, which can be administered in a Web-based or electronic form to preserve 

resources and reduce burden.  Brief teacher surveys will be developed and administered to 

document the baseline equivalence of the treatment and control groups as well as to determine 

the extent to which the CLI interventions provided to treatment teachers represented a significant 

contrast to the business-as-usual professional development experienced by teachers in control 

schools. The CLI-developed Teacher’s Effective Literacy Practices (TELP) checklist will assist 

in exploring whether the unique characteristics that should be evident in classrooms of teachers 

who have experienced the CLI intervention were indeed present in treatment classrooms.   

OUTCOMES: Primary research questions for this evaluation are: (1) What impact did the CLI 

Model Classroom treatment have on student achievement in early literacy? (2) What cumulative 

impact did providing multiple years of the CLI Model Classroom treatment have on student 

achievement in early literacy? and (3) What impact did the CLI Model Classroom treatment have 

on teacher instruction in early literacy? AIR plans to administer literacy assessments to students 

at the beginning and end of each intervention year for both treatment and control conditions.  

Assessments at the beginning establish baseline equivalence of the two groups. Assessments at 

the end measure growth and potential program impact. Baseline measures will be the Early 

Reading Screening Inventory (ERSI) and the Beginning Informal Reading Inventory IRI (Beg 

IRI).  The ERSI measures alphabet knowledge, concept of word, phoneme awareness/spelling, 
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and word recognition. This instrument was originally developed by Dr. Morris in 1992 to screen 

beginning first grade readers for possible participation in an early reading intervention program. 

Subsequent research has shown that the ERSI has good predictive validity, correlating r=0.70 

with end of first grade reaching achievement (Perney et. al. 1997). The Beg IRI is an informal 

reading inventory measuring fluency, also created by Dr. Morris. The data will also be used to 

provide high quality performance feedback in the treatment schools throughout the evaluation. 

The posttest measure will be the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation 

(GRADE, 2001). This standardized measure has good evidence of reliability and validity as 

presented in the instrument’s technical manual. Two different forms of this assessment are 

available at Kindergarten, grade 1 and grade 2. The Kindergarten assessment measures sound 

matching, rhyming, same words, different words, print awareness, letter recognition, phoneme-

grapheme correspondence, listening comprehension and word reading. The grade 1 and grade 2 

assessments both measure sentence comprehension, listening comprehension, word reading, 

word meaning and passage comprehension. AIR will also evaluate the impact of the CLI 

program on teachers’ instruction, a critical intermediate outcome between the intervention and 

student learning.  In year 3 of the project, AIR will conduct systematic two-hour observations of 

one randomly-selected teacher per grade in each school in each condition. AIR proposes to use 

the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) (Pianta et al., 2010) to capture teacher–

student interactions supplemented by the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation 

Tool (ELLCO) (Smith et al. 2010) to assess instructional activities in literacy and the literacy 

environment (specifically, Approaches to Book Reading / Reading Instruction; Approaches to 

Children’s Writing / Writing Opportunities and Instruction and the Literacy Environment 
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Checklist). Other secondary outcome measures such as teacher retention, teacher data use, 

teacher lesson planning practice, teacher self efficacy, and teacher professional community 

norms such as peer collaboration may also be analyzed drawing from teacher survey data and the 

teacher tracking database. 

ANALYSES: Impact analyses will be conducted as “intent-to-treat” analyses including all teachers 

and students whether or not they were there for full treatment period, using hierarchical linear 

regression models. These models reflect the nested structure of the data, which has students 

nested within classes and classes nested within schools. The model will be estimated as a three-

level hierarchical model using the MIXED procedure in SAS, with a pretest covariate at the 

student level and treatment by district indicator variables included at the school level. Impact 

will be estimated as the average impact across the districts weighting each district impact by its 

number of treatment schools. Brief interim reports providing high-quality implementation data 

and performance feedback on progress toward achieving intended outcomes will be produced at 

the end of the second and third years of the project and a final evaluation report will be produced 

by the end of the fifth year.   

INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR: Neither the program developer nor the project implementer will 

evaluate the impact of the project. AIR will be the independent evaluator and will conduct an 

objective, rigorous evaluation, consistent with IES standards. Based on previous work funded by 

IES, AIR has independently constructed the evaluation budget to ensure sufficient resources for 

the evaluation described above.  

In addition to the external evaluation, at the end of the five year project CLI will also review 3
rd

 

grade state reading assessment data from each district to identify trends. 



26 

 

 

Children’s Literacy Initiative Model Classroom Innovation For Raising Teacher Quality and Increasing Student 

Literacy Achievement  

Validation Proposal Submitted to the Investing in Innovation Fund  

 

Section E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale       

    

DURING THE GRANT PERIOD: CLI will increase the number of highly effective teachers by 456 

and will directly reach 45,600 students during the grant period. The specific scale up strategy 

over the five-year grant period was developed by evaluators from the American Institutes for 

Research. CLI will begin implementing the intervention as follows: 3
rd

 grade starting Year One; 

kindergarten and 1
st
 grade starting Year Two; and 2

nd
 grade starting Year Three. CLI’s 

intervention has been carefully designed so that it can be replicated with fidelity in diverse 

school districts across the country. It is replicable because components are standardized and 

consistent in its documented methods of delivery (training protocols, coaching model, materials, 

topics, metrics, and assessments). The intervention has been implemented in 135 classrooms 

across ten cities. In each case, replication has included the same method of intervention delivery 

(content-focused coaching model, TELP checklist, and well-documented training seminars), and 

desired outcomes. This process is overseen by CLI’s Director of Professional Development, who 

ensures that Professional Developers adhere to CLI’s standards of practice, and the Evaluation 

Manager, who ensures consistency of data collection and rigor of analysis. This is supported by 

CLI’s Human Resources Department, which applies a standardized system for screening and 

hiring coaches. This model ensures that CLI will be able to scale up quickly in all schools in this 

proposed project as well as any districts interested in implementing Model Classrooms during or 

after the grant period. By way of example, CLI began K-3 Model Classrooms in all schools in 

Vineland, NJ efficiently and effectively, in only 6 months. Additionally, the OMG study cited in 

Section B showed a high level of satisfaction with CLI’s implementation of the Model 

Classrooms, which suggests it will be similarly easy for other districts to implement. Finally, 



27 

 

 

Children’s Literacy Initiative Model Classroom Innovation For Raising Teacher Quality and Increasing Student 

Literacy Achievement  

Validation Proposal Submitted to the Investing in Innovation Fund  

 

CLI’s senior leadership team, including its Development Director, are working with 

philanthropic entities in Camden, Chicago, Newark, and Philadelphia to secure the 20% private 

contribution match required to implement the proposed project.  

AFTER THE GRANT PERIOD: Assuming successful outcomes, CLI will scale up and replicate as 

follows: (1) implementing Model Classrooms within the 38 control schools upon completion of 

the evaluation; (2) expanding to additional schools and districts in proximity to the districts in 

the original project; and (3) implementing Model Classrooms in other low income, low 

performing school districts in the nation. Once the model’s effectiveness has been validated, 

CLI’s staff will share evaluation results with other districts, inviting superintendents and other 

leadership staff to visit Model Classrooms.  

SCALE UP COST: Many project costs, including assessment, labor and infrastructure, will be 

leveraged, lowered or eliminated entirely with a full scale project scale up. CLI estimates that the 

three year intervention and network costs for two subsequent years will cost $374.04 per child 

annually.  (The network support for the teacher drops to $25 -50 per child annually after the fifth 

year and would be sustained in perpetuity.) This suggests that scale up costs are: $37.4 million 

for 100,000; $93.5 million for 250,000; and $187.0 million for 500,000 children. 

DISSEMINATION: CLI will disseminate information about and promote further replication of its 

Model Classrooms innovation through conference presentations, articles in peer-reviewed 

academic journals and other literacy- and teacher effectiveness-related periodicals, our website, 

and Model Classroom visits for local private funders. In addition, a core component will be 

CLI’s participation in a professional learning community comprised of Investing in Innovation 

Fund grantees and dissemination of information via its Innovation Portal. CLI will also 
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disseminate findings beyond the education field as it is frequently asked to present to diverse 

audiences. Examples include the CLI Executive Director’s “Knowledge at Wharton” podcast for 

Wharton Business School and her participation in an annual invitation-only gathering of thought 

leaders from the social and corporate sectors and Army generals, held at West Point and 

organized by The Conference Board.  

Section F: Sustainability            

 

SUSTAINING  MODEL CLASSROOMS IN CHICAGO, NEWARK, CAMDEN, AND PHILADELPHIA:  The 

impact of Model Classrooms is not limited to one teacher, one classroom, or one school. Model 

Classroom teachers raise expectations, standardize practices, and provide mentorship to other 

teachers in their districts. School principals and district superintendents see results – higher 

achieving students, higher quality teachers, and a growing commitment to exemplary practices. 

They bring others into Model Classrooms to help share the innovation with other districts, 

helping to build and sustain the practice to benefit children nationwide. This intervention is not a 

dependency model; three strategies help to ensure that schools build internal capacity to sustain 

Model Classrooms on their own, which ensures that project purposes are incorporated within 

each partner district.  

 a. The Model Classroom Network Professional Learning Community continues to meet monthly 

and provide Model Classroom teachers with continuing and deepening professional development 

after the three-year intervention. They continue to study and apply literacy instruction strategies, 

learn with/from peers, and build leadership skills and exemplary instructional practice to bring 

back to their schools. The research described in Section B found that teachers reported greater 

confidence in their capacity to do their job well, stronger relationships with colleagues, and 
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greater job satisfaction, which has been shown to be an important factor in teacher success. 

These factors strengthen the spillover effect of peer learning, which has been shown to be a 

critical factor for increasing teacher effectiveness within a school and sustaining the knowledge 

gained and skills put into practice. CLI plans to strengthen sustainability by increasing CLI’s 

web-based resource portal that synthesizes existing resources and make new ones, including 

webinars, podcasts, photos and video clips of teachers illustrating exemplary standards of 

practice from the TELP that Model Classroom teachers aspire to master, and other tools. CLI 

will invest initial funds to continue the development of these resources.  

b. CLI establishes standards of practice school-wide by working with all K-3 teachers and 

principals in Model Classroom schools, which ensures that they understand the approach. This 

promotes consistent literacy development across grade levels and encourages other teachers to 

visit Model Classrooms and share in the expertise developed through CLI’s intensive coaching. 

Equally important, it assures that there are teachers in a school who are ready to step in if a 

Model Classroom teacher decides to leave the school during or after the intervention.  CLI’s 

work with principals and other school leaders sustains the impact and benefits of the intervention 

because they learn to identify teachers in need of literacy instruction support and can offer them 

a positive, rewarding professional development opportunity by connecting them to Model 

Classrooms. Bi-monthly meetings with principals help generate and sustain principal support for 

Model Classrooms, which builds their investment in the intervention. The research described in 

Section B found that 80% of principals reported that CLI’s successful work with K-3 teachers 

positively changed the way they think about and approach literacy. CLI knows that these 
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sustainability strategies are working because nearly all of the 135 Model Classrooms it has 

developed continue to operate and to increase teacher effectiveness and student outcomes today.  

c. Model Classrooms are sustained at a very modest cost. For approximately $5000 per school 

annually, teachers can access the CLI web portal, principals can attend CLI principals meetings, 

and Model Classroom teachers can attend monthly CLI professional development. Schools also 

cover the cost of a substitute teacher for one half-day per month to allow teachers to attend 

Network meetings, and reward Model Classroom teachers with an annual honorarium. 

LEVERAGING RESOURCES TO SUPPORT EXPANSION: At the end of the grant period, CLI will work 

with the project’s districts to pursue discretionary government and philanthropic funding to 

replicate the Model Classrooms in the control schools.  CLI; will also work with newly identified 

districts in other locales to secure initial implementation support. CLI will leverage validation 

evaluation results, relationships it is developing in each of its regions (including the development 

of regional Boards), and its accomplished fundraising staff to raise funds to launch Model 

Classrooms in other parts of the country. CLI has a successful track record of working closely 

with districts to raise funds quickly to launch Model Classroom implementation. Recent 

examples include a $300,000 challenge grant from one individual donor that CLI was able to 

match with private sector funds within 9 months in a brand new Model Classroom major gifts 

campaign. Major donors appreciate Model Classrooms and choose to individually sponsor them. 

CLI has an excellent reputation among foundations for responsible stewardship and thorough 

reporting, which has resulted in long-term institutional support from the Pew Charitable Trusts, 

Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation, William Penn Foundation, Wachovia Foundation, Victoria 

Foundation, and Prudential Foundation. Equally important, philanthropic support of this type 
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earns CLI greater visibility, which builds awareness of and support for its approach, and the 

“seal of approval” of regional or national thought leaders, which further strengthens CLI’s 

credibility as a high-performing, high impact leader of its field.  

Section G: Quality of the Management Plan & Personnel     

 

PROJECT TEAM: Implementation will be managed by a Project Team that consists of CLI’s 

Director of Professional Development, Kelly Hunter, and Evaluation Manager, Kristin Haegele-

Hill. Hunter will serve as Project Director. In this role she will establish relationships with 

principals to assure the intervention addresses each school’s specific goals; hire, train and 

supervise District Managers (who are described below); hire and provide initial training to 

Professional Developers (also described below); and meet regularly with CLI’s Senior 

Management Team to help with fundraising and marketing efforts for the project. Hunter has 

extensive experience managing complex projects (including multiple federal grants), many of 

which have included managing large numbers of staff in different geographic locations, and a 

long history of managing professional development programs for elementary-level literacy 

teachers. Hunter has a Master’s degree from the Reading, Writing & Literacy Program at the 

University of Pennsylvania and will soon receive her doctorate. Haegele-Hill, who will oversee 

data collection, work with independent evaluators, and develop reports, has a Master’s in 

Educational Research from West Chester University. They will be supported by additional staff, 

including: a Manager of Content, who refines training material; Coordinator of Content, who 

develops hand-outs and sends these to districts in advance of trainings; Book Collection Planner, 

who plans classroom collections of high quality materials for each classroom; Materials 

Ordering, Receiving, and Shipping staff ; Report Writer, who assists with reporting; Project 
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Tracking Coordinator, Manager, and Supervisor, who provide operating, project tracking, and 

accounting support. 

DISTRICT TEAMS:  CLI has established teams of literacy experts in every region where it works. 

This includes Managers, who are required to have a Master’s and extensive literacy coaching 

experience, who serve as “on the ground” literacy and district specialists. They ensure deep 

understanding of the location, including knowledge of its unique issues, key stakeholders, and 

sources of most promising Professional Developers.  Managers communicate with school 

principals to ensure that CLI meets school (as well as district) goals and provide ongoing support 

to Professional Developers who work directly with teachers. Responsibilities include: matching 

Professional Developers to teachers, monthly meetings for Professional Developers, observing 

coaching sessions and providing relevant feedback, and developing new workshops or trainings 

for Professional Developers, as needed. Professional Developers provide intensive, one-on-one 

content-focused coaching to teachers. They must have a Master’s in Reading, Early Childhood 

Education, or Elementary Education; be certified to teach; have at least four years experience in 

a K-3 classroom; and capacity to apply advanced literacy concepts. CLI has clear systems, 

structures, and processes in place for recruiting and training Professional Developers. 

Professional Developers are hired and trained by the by the Project Director through a three-day 

Institute, ,  coaching camp, and 3-4 annual workshops.  They receive one-on-one and small 

group support from the Manager, including shadowing more experienced Professional 

Developers. CLI holds Professional Developers to specific performance metrics that are carefully 

designed to promote their capacity to develop exemplary teachers. A Coordinator provides 

logistical support, which includes collecting all data needed by CLI’s Evaluation Manager. CLI 
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has offices and teams in Chicago and Philadelphia/Camden.  CLI has a team in place in Newark 

and will establish an office there upon award of funding.  

ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: CLI’s senior leadership team will provide project oversight. 

This includes CLI’s: Executive Director, Linda Katz; Deputy Director, Cameron Voss; Chief 

Operating/Financial Officer, Bruce Bonner; Director of District Expansion, Roxanne White; 

Director of Development, Bonnie Asher; and Human Resources/Recruitment Coordinator, 

Mahan-Jiwan Khalsa. Bonner, who has an MBA and many years experience directing operations 

in the private sector, will provide fiscal oversight. Asher will help to develop and implement 

fundraising strategies to support Model Classroom development. Khalsa will oversee hiring, to 

include working with CLI Managers to vet and hire Professional Developers. Voss, and Katz, 

who has an MBA from the University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School, will provide overall 

oversight, with a particular focus on relationship-building at the senior level with superintendents 

and key stakeholders. Additionally, Katz, Voss, and White will play key roles in scale up efforts 

by disseminating evaluation results via conferences, professional association membership and 

networks, and meetings with superintendents, State Educational Agencies, and others.  

EVALUATION: Project evaluation will be conducted by AIR. AIR staff bring the methodological 

sophistication needed to design an evaluation and analyze data, the expert knowledge of reading 

development and measurement of achievement, and the experience necessary to oversee the 

logistics of a large randomized controlled trial implemented in real-life school settings. Dr. Terry 

Salinger, who completed a doctorate in reading, has conducted site-based research on early 

reading for Educational Testing Service and served as Director of Research for the International 

Reading Association before joining AIR, will serve as Principal Investigator. Dr. Kathryn 
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Drummond, who received her doctorate in educational psychology with a focus on reading 

acquisition from UCLA, will serve as the evaluation’s Project Director. Before coming to AIR 

seven years ago, she led the reading-related reviews conducted by the What Works 

Clearinghouse. She currently directs a randomized control trial that involves 92 teachers across 

three states. Monika Townsend, who is currently completing her doctorate in Education 

Research, Statistics and Evaluation, will serve as Design and Task Analysis Leader. Her work 

has included analyzing data for more than 90 VA schools are part of the states Reading First 

evaluation. Her work at AIR includes conducting analysis for the Florida Reading First 

Professional Development Study and the Collaborative Strategic Reading randomized control 

trial. Additional research staff will support the work in all of its phases.  

PROJECT TIMELINE & MILESTONES:  

Year One  

Hire and train additional professional developers for each district as needed, to supplement 

current teams 

Launch training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohort 1 

Begin developing technology tools 

Finalize evaluation clearances and protocol 

Year Two  

Continue training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohort 1 

Launch training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohort 2 

Begin evaluation research 

Continue developing technology tools  
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Year Three  

Continue training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohorts 1 and 2 

Launch training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohort 3 

Continue evaluation research and continue developing technology tools 

Year Four 

Continue training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohorts 2, and 3 

Launch post-intervention Model Classroom Network for Cohort 1 

Continue evaluation research and continue developing technology tools 

Year Five  

Continue training, coaching, and monthly Model Classroom meetings for Cohort 3 

Launch post-intervention Model Classroom Network for Cohort 2 

Continue Model Classroom Network for Cohort 1 

Finalize evaluation research and disseminate research findings to launch expansion to other 

districts 
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the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 



supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The Children's Literacy Initiative project provided an extensive list of 
research, which strongly supports the need for the proposed project and 
highlights an extensive professional development project with detailed 
information regarding the teaching and student population to be served. The 
CLI has provided extensive background information regarding their purpose 
for increasing their professional development services for teachers. The 
goals of the project are clearly stated and provide a foundation, which will 
net the outcomes of the proposed project. Moreover, with the proposed 
project outcomes directly related to the research questions, the foundation is 
set to provide direct collection of data connecting the goals, objectives, and 
outcomes of the proposed project.  

 
Weaknesses 

Additional goals directly related to students and/or principals would have 
strengthened the project design and research, which would relate back to the 
needs of the project, which mentioned the need to work with the principals 
who work with the indentified teachers within their schools.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  



 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The CLI is based on a model classroom concept, which has evidence of 
improving student achievement and increasing past performance in 
implementing complex projects and working with LEAs and subsequent 
schools within each LEA. The CLI has a record of playing a critical role in 
helping schools make significant improvement, impact teacher effectiveness, 
and is recognized as a leader in professional development of teachers in 
literacy instruction. A strong research base and backing from school 
personnel is included in the proposal.  



 
Weaknesses 

While the CLI is a literacy model presented promising outcomes (school 
improvement, teacher impact) within the geographic area of the proposed 
project city, as well as within various cities, there is no evidence of having 
implemented complex projects such as the proposed project within differing 
school districts across differing states simultaneously. No data demonstrating 
closing of the achievement gap is provided.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

 

 
Weaknesses 
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5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 



 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The CLI has provided information regarding the number of teachers and 
students to be reached by the proposed project and its capacity to reach the 
proposed number of teachers/students. There is considerable strong evidence 
of the qualification of personnel and management to carry out the proposed 
project through its partners. It is estimated that 456 teachers will be affected 
by the training, as well as 45,600 students during the proposed validation 
grant period. 
 
The proposed scale up information (after the proposed grant period) shows 
promising data regarding the larger number of students to be reached as well 
as the possibility of the project to be replicated, especially the coaching 
model. 
 
Considering that the results of the interventions are promising, it would 



appear that the project may be able to be scaled up to a higher number of 
teachers and students. 

 
Weaknesses 

The number of students and teachers to be affected by the proposed project is 
low.  
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6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Through its letters of support and project partners, the CLI has demonstrated 
that it has the resources to operate the project within the proposed validation 
grant period. It uses model classroom, which is being used already in 
classrooms. Strong evidence that principals support CLI is provided. 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Without additional funds, there is not substantiated evidence that the CLI can 
replicate the project beyond the proposed validation grant period. However, 
CLI has proposed to leverage resources at the end of the proposed validation 
grant period. No evidence of resources to sustain the project was provided.  
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 



In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The CLI provides a detailed plan regarding the qualification, training, and 
experience of essential staff for the proposed project through curriculum 
vitas. Detailed information regarding staff responsibilities within and across 
the project is provided, while highlighting the project team, district teams, 
and leadership. Strong credentials of staff for implementing the project are 
provided. 

 
Weaknesses 

A possible weakness is the inability of CLI to sustain the same level of 
personnel after the validation grant period. No specific information regarding 
the duties of personnel is provided. No evidence is available of how the 
teacher evaluation is used/not used. Need evidence (chart) of how the project 
goals/objectives strengthen the management plan are needed.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 



cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The CLI proposed project speaks directly to the school readiness of K-3 
students and in preparing them to be able to read at or above grade level. 
Without the attainment of reading skills, the proposed project students will 
not be able to be successful (at or above grade level) in their academic 
subjects. The proposed project aligns appropriate outcomes and measures 
consistent with early learning programs for the proposed students.  

 
Weaknesses 

A possible weakness would be the lack of consideration for the interventions 
needed for students that are found to not be reading at or above grade level. 
No concessions are addressed for students who are found to be not 
progressing within the proposed project.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Preference not identified or addressed in proposed project.  

 
Weaknesses 



Preference not identified or addressed in proposed project.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Preference not identified or addressed in proposed project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Preference not identified or addressed in proposed project.  
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4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 



that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

Preference not identified or addressed in proposed project. 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Preference not identified or addressed in proposed project.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/07/2010 3:09 PM    

 



 
show names

show group subtotals 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 06/30/2010 8:40 AM  

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: Children's Literacy Initiative -- , - , (U396B100030)  

Reader #2:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  15  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  7  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  5  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  6  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 54 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 04: 84.396B  
Reader #2:  
Applicant: Children's Literacy Initiative -- , - , (U396B100030)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The proposed project provides for thorough professional development for teachers 
K-3 in literacy instruction. The plan for the project includes coaching in 
classrooms, small and large group professional development meetings for teachers 
and follow up over the grant period to insure student achievement is impacted. 
The project has been enacted in 135 classrooms and has the potential to be 
replicated in other settings. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 



(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

1. The approach used for the project links assessment to teacher training. The 
strategies used are likely to have impact. p.5,6,7 The use of extensive, 
ongoing coaching to each K-3 teacher over three years is a strong project 
component that impacts teacher practice. p.6 The structure of meetings and 
small group coaching is likely to impact teacher practice. The sustained 
nature of the training and support make this effort  an exceptional one. The 
needs of the target group are presented with evidence to support need. For 
example, in Newark 69.9% of the students qualify for free/reduced lunch 
program, and the city is behind the rest of the state in 3rd grade reading 
proficiency at 41% while the state average is 63%.p.12 
 
2. Goals are clearly stated and strategies are detailed and well presented. The 
strategies align with the goals of the proposer to insure children are reading 
by the completion of the grade 3. p.5-12  The project should achieve 
expected outcomes with the high level support provided to teachers in each 
phase of the project. 
 
3. The project is consistent with research evidence in that the approach, CLI, 
has had statistical and substantial effect on improving student achievement. 
p.13  For example, in a 2007-08 model classroom 75% of the students 
performed at benchmarks compared to 68% in comparison schools. p.14  

 
Weaknesses 

None.  
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2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 



(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 



(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

1. The applicant has 22 years of experience with implementation of complex 
projects and improving student achievement. Data is presented 
demonstrating improved student performance in settings using CLI. For 
example, the Philadelphia Kindergarten Literacy Intervention Program, a 
precursor to the Model Classroom is presented with impacts described. p.16-
18 
 
2. Data is presented for the Gotwals Elementary school in PA. indicating that 
3rd grade student proficiency on the state reading test grew from 20% to 
69% in 2009. p.17 
 
3. The development of employed teachers in instruction in literacy is an 
outcome of the model classroom model used in this project. p.17  

 
Weaknesses 

2. Data demonstrating the closing of the achievement gap is not presented for 
some of the several projects identified in the proposal using the model 
classroom. For example, the Wachovia Foundations TTI Project and the 
Philadelphia schools project are not presented with student achievement 
gains identified. p.18-20 
 
3. Data is not presented supporting recruitment and placement of high 
quality teachers in schools.  

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 



other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

1. The project will increase the number of highly effective teachers by 456 



and will directly reach 45,600 students during the period of the project. p.26 
The applicant has the ability to achieve these goals. The process provided to 
deliver these services is one that has been successful in 135 classrooms to 
date. p.26 
 
 
 
3. Replication is possible since the model has already been replicated in 135 
classrooms and there has been high level user satisfaction reported in several 
instances. p.26 
 
4. The cost of the project is $374.04 per child. The network cost drops in 
year 5 to $25-50 per child annually and so it is expected that with such low 
cost the project can be continued. p.27 
 
5. Dissemination is planned through conference presentations, published 
articles and shared through the project web site. p.27  

 
Weaknesses 

2. It is not clear how funding will be secured to bring the project to scale 
since the federal funding is a high level. 
 
5. Additional dissemination plans could be developed to insure expansion of 
the project on a national level. p27  
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6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

1. The system of meetings used in the Model Classroom approach is 
described to suggest that the model can continue to  operate and increase 



teacher effectiveness and student outcomes. p.29,30 The school Principals 
have expressed confidence in the model and it may be possible for trained 
teachers to continue their instructional changes learned in the project 
training. The costs of the Model Classroom may appear low to some districts 
for continuation. The cost of sustaining the project is estimted at $5000.00 
per school. Discussion of efforts to seek out funders is provided. p.30 

 
Weaknesses 

1. No evidence of resources to sustain the project are identified. 
p.29,30  Specific funding providing for the continuation of the project should 
be identified and described to insure sustainability. 
 
2. No evidence is provided showing planning for the incorporation of project 
activities into the ongoing work of the applicant. The cost of $5000 per year 
per school to continue the project is estimated. p.30,31  
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

1. The management plan is well developed. The project should be completed 
on time and within budget. The project team is identified with members 
listed. The role of the Director and that of other key staff is described. The 
staff are identified and their tasks described. The role of the district literacy 
experts employed by the district to support the project is described and 
significant. p.31,32 
 



2. Staff are qualified for the responsibilities of their positions. Their 
backgrounds are identified. For example, the person providing fiscal 
oversight has an MBA degree and the Project Director has background in 
professional development service providing. Managers are required to have a 
masters degree and extensive literacy experience. p.32 Overall, the team has 
strong credentials.  

 
Weaknesses 

1. A chart linking project goals and objectives to the implementation plan 
with activities listed and staff identified as responsible for task completion 
would strengthen the proposal. p.31,32 
 
2. Experience of staff in managing complex projects is not clearly presented. 
p.31,32 
 
3. There is no evidence provided that the project director and the evaluator 
have experience in experimental and quasi experimental assessment. p. 31.  

 

Reader's Score: 6 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The applicant addressed the transition from Kindergarten to grade 1. 
Transition in the elementaary school was addressed to serve student needs. 



p.1-3  

 
Weaknesses 

The proposed project does not link pre school with kindergarten to improve 
the child's readiness for school. Instead, the project is focused on teacher 
development in reading instruction for grades K-3. p.1-3  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 



college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.b  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 06/30/2010 8:40 AM    

 



 
show names

show group subtotals 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 07/10/2010 8:35 AM  

Technical Review Coversheet 
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Reader #3:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  15  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  9  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  7  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 62 
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Validation 04: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: Children's Literacy Initiative -- , - , (U396B100030)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The Children's Literacy Institute is a mature organization with a defined K-3 
focus on literacy. It has three components: use seasoned teacher mentors, learn 
and employ best practices in literacy promotion with students, and job imbedded 
professional development using in-class observations and follow-up discussions. 
It has a history of influencing literacy awareness among K-3 teachers. It has 
proven methods and a history of sustained successful practice. It assists schools 
with succession planning in K-3 classrooms. It has highly qualified literacy 
specialists in charge of its operation.It also has strong evidence of succeeding 
with students in need. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 



need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

This project fills a gap in the teaching of reading/writing/speaking and 
language manipulation, in that most teacher preparation programs do not 
teach these disciplines. 
 
This project provides mentoring by experts and "just-in-time" training for K-
3 teachers  
 
The project model is in use in Chicago, Newark, Camden and Philadelphia 
 
There are clear goals described for the project(pg 11.) 
 
There is evidence that this approach benefits low-income, minority student 
achievement (pg 12). 
 
The project plan includes principals in the work, has a handbook for 
administrators and uses an assessment, similar to DIBELS.  

 
Weaknesses 

None Noted  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 



gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 



or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 
Strengths 

The project model has an established research base. 
 
It has strong backing from school district personnel. 
 
The project has 22 years of experience improving student achievement and 
increasing the number of highly effective teachers K-3. 
 
A Title I school third grade, using the project model had a pass rate in 
reading increased from 20% to 69%. 
 
The organization has received prestigious awards and grants from businesses 
and philanthropic organizations.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is little data provided about readiness of potential students to fully 
benefit from this innovation. 
 
The proposal does not deal with the issue of teacher turnover  

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 



of the project. 
Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The organization has increased the number of effective K-3 teachers in its 
client districts to 456. 
 
The project model's strategies have been affirmed by research conducted by 
the American Institute for Research.  
 
Its intervention strategy in an ongoing school is tiered to maximize effect in 
grades K-3 (i.e. grades 3 first year; K second year 2nd grade third year), 



capturing moving cohorts of K-3 students. 
 
The design of the project can be replicated in any diverse school district in 
the USA. 
 
The project components are standardized and consistent in their methods of 
delivery(pg 26), using a coaching model with standardized materials, 
methods, metrics and assessments. 
 
The cost per student begins (year I) at $ 375 per student, but goes down to 
$25/30 per student by year 3.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant uses model classroom (already in operation in client districts) 
as a focus to disseminate and share results with other districts. 
 
The project builds internal capacity by increasing teacher effectiveness (built 
in incentive/re-enforcer to see improved achievement in students). 
 
There is strong evidence that principals express confidence in the CLI 
approach and that it has changed the way they think about and approach 
literacy capacity building in their locations (pg 26). 
 
There is a modest cost (in later phases) of $ 5000.00 per school annually.  

 



Weaknesses 

Little data is provided about funding beyond possible philanthropic 
contributions.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management team has strong credentials in business management; grant 
management and literacy. The organization has assigned various 
responsibilities to responsible members of its staff, according to the macro 
management plan. 
 
The program is built into the institutional arrangements of its partner 
schools.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no mention of district's teacher evaluation form or process and how 
it is used (or not used) in the development of more effective K-3 literacy 
teachers. 
 
No specific duties are assigned in the milestone chart.(pg's 34/35)  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

 
Competitive Preference  



1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The entire project is focused on improving literacy among K-3 students. 
 
The districts already in the program are urban districts replete with under 
served and low income students.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/10/2010 8:35 AM    
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POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  9  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  12  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 21 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 04: 84.396B  
Reader #4:  
Applicant: Children's Literacy Initiative -- , - , (U396B100030)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

STRENGTHS:  The proposal offers moderate evidence of the intervention 
on improving student outcomes.  A recent,2009, quasi-experimental 
evaluation is described to support the CLI model.  Equivalent matched 
comparison groups of treatment and non-treatment student outcomes were 
tested using standardized instruments based on pre/post tests.  The results 
indicated an increase in student gains for both majority and minority 
students.  Effect sizes indicated a moderate magnitude of effect on the 
participants in comparison to the non-participating students.  The proposed 



project will expand on the research with Kindergartners to include K-3 grade 
students and also investigate the cumulative impact of the project over two 
years through grade 1.   Other research of the CLI model impact are briefly 
discussed in the applicant experience section which could be included in this 
section to further support the model.  

 
Weaknesses 

WEAKNESSES:  The proposal includes only one previous evaluation which 
does not include grades other than kindergarten.  The proposal would be 
strengthened if further studies on the treatment impact were discussed and it 
addressed the proposed model components. The proposal also included a 
small number of classrooms, expanding to a larger number of classrooms 
and hence, students would improve the generalizability of the findings.   It is 
also not clear if the findings listed on the top of page 15 are statistically 
significant.  The spillover effect is mentioned for the previous study but the 
proposal does not discuss the anticipation of a spillover effect for the 
proposed project.  The implications for such a phenomenon should be 
addressed and potential for control (either statistically or otherwise) should 
be indicated.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The evaluation model is based on a randomized control trial to determine 
project outcomes/impact.   The use of year one for piloting the evaluation 
measures is a good idea and will improve the quality of the instrumentation 
and assist in administering the tools in an efficient manner.   The staggering 
of the phase in between outcome measurements, survey administration and 
observations increases the efficiency of the evaluation plan. Use of a 
standardized classroom assessment rubric will increase the reliability of the 
results.  The amount budgeted for the evaluation based on the evaluation 
scope of work appears to be sufficient to conduct a thorough & effective 
evaluation.  Offering a delayed treatment to the control group is an ethical 
alternative for the randomization.    The evaluation methods provide explicit 
description of human subjects review and protection of human subjects 
including informed consent, assent and protections against 
risk/confidentiality assurances.  The discussion of the sample size needed to 
achieve statistical power on page 22 clearly demonstrates thoughtfulness in 
methods to increase the power to detect program effects.  Both formative and 
summative evaluation components are discussed.  The proposed analytical 
method to determine project impact is HLM using the pretest as a covariate.  



 
Weaknesses 

WEAKNESSES:  It is not clear if there will be training on using the TELP 
and other instruments for the data collectors so consistency and inter-rater 
reliability will be achieved.  The validity and reliability of the instruments 
are not discussed for each of the instruments in the quality of project 
evaluation section.  Only one of the tools predictive validity is described and 
the other instruments' description does not address reliability or 
validity.  The number of teacher observations is not indicated, so it is unclear 
if this component will be measured sufficiently to test/document the 
model.    Interim reporting for continuous quality improvement is not 
discussed although use of interim reports for progress toward achieving 
intended outcomes in the third and fourth years is indicated on page 25. It 
would be helpful to include the reporting mechanisms and schedules for 
years one and two and to ensure program fidelity as well as a feedback loop 
for continuous quality improvement.  The HLM model description on page 
25 does not include other variables beyond level structure and pretest that 
will be included in the models to determine differential impact for 
participants.  It would be helpful to include a summary table that indicates 
the number of students per year in each of the groups and the number that 
will be tested using the various instruments.  Likewise, an evaluation plan 
with the evaluation question, instruments, person responsible, and analyses 
would be helpful.  It is unclear who will be doing the data collection for the 
project.  

 

Reader's Score: 12 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 



expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 



director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

A research study by the William Penn Foundation produced moderate 
evidence that a CLI intervention similar to the one in this proposal had a 
significant effect in improving student performance. 
The evidence of the magnitude of the effect (0.29 SD) was provided. 

 
Weaknesses 

Only one study was cited and it was with a relatively small sample size.   



The evidence of a causal link between DIBELS scores and the acquisition of 
reading comprehension may be tenuous. 
The research cited was only on Kindergarten students whereas the proposed 
project is K-3. 

 

Reader's Score: 8 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 



key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

They have a well designed experiment, with seemingly sufficient data to 
allow permit periodic assessment of progress toward intended outcomes. 
There appears to be adequate resources. 
Neither the program developer nor the program implementer will evaluate 
the impact of the project.  

 
Weaknesses 

They only describe providing preliminary implementation data and 
formative performance feedback during the planning year (Year 1). No 
further formative feedback is promised or described.  

 

Reader's Score: 11 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 



(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 

(1)  An exceptional approach to the priorities addressed:  We are seeking validation grant 

funding for Using Data to Inform College Access Programming in the 21
st
 Century High School 

(Using DICAP) which addresses Absolute Priority 2, “Innovations that Improve the Use of 

Data,” and Competitive Preference Priority 6, “Innovations that Support College Access and 

Success.”  Using DICAP combines tiered school-level and student-level interventions previously 

undertaken by the Council for Opportunity in Education (COE).  The planned school level 

intervention grew out of work conducted by COE’s Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in 

Higher Education, COE’s research arm.  That study examined rates of college enrollment in the 

Denver Public Schools in order to identify ways in which college access interventions could be 

better planned and modified (Buckley and Muraskin, 2009).  A student-level pilot, conducted by 

COE with support from the General Electric (GE) Foundation begun in 2006, forms the other 

component of Using DICAP.  Using DICAP was developed based on the needs of participating 

districts, schools and College Access Programs
1
 to understand data and ultimately engage in 

data-driven decision-making (DDDM) to promote positive student outcomes and ultimately 

college access and success. 

      Using DICAP seeks to organize and systematize data collection and analysis of data from 

high schools, their College Access Program partners, and colleges and universities.   In fact, 

                                                 
1
 “College Access Programs” refers to a broad set of efforts, funded by federal, state and private 

funds, which encourage middle and high school students to aspire to, prepare for, enter and 

succeed in college.  Federally funded programs include:  the TRIO Talent Search program 

(serving 363,300 students at a cost of $142 million annually); the TRIO Upward Bound program 

(serving 77,520), the Federal GEAR UP program (serving 748,000).   
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while the results of each of the two initiatives described is promising, we believe that the 

combination of these two interventions has the potential for a more substantial and widespread 

effect on outcomes for students.  Ultimately, our efforts are expected to have effects school-wide 

as well as effects on targeted groups of low-income and first-generation students based on 

current Talent Search eligibility criteria.  Use of data combined with targeted interventions in the 

GE pilot has increased enrollment in rigorous courses, increased student grade point averages, 

and increased on-time promotion (Kailikole, 2009).  Support from an i3 validation grant will 

allow Using DICAP to include additional postsecondary data (e.g. college course-taking and 

college completion) to be integrated with district and school level data providing further 

opportunity to tailor support services consistent with the data and also consistent with school and 

College Access partner recommendations.  The GE Foundation, as indicated in Appendix D, will 

provide matching funds for Using DICAP.  Educational Testing Services (ETS) in conjunction 

with The Education Alliance at Brown University will serve as project evaluator.  

      Using DICAP is an exceptional approach, combining the tiered school-level and student-level 

interventions.  We intend to establish evidence (validation) that this strategy for using data (that 

has not been widely adopted among local education agencies, high schools or College Access 

Programs) would allow such groups to make informed decisions about and recommendations for  

(1) student course taking; (2) grade level achievement goals; (3) academic support to meet grade 

level achievement goals; (4) programming for transitioning from middle to high school; (5) 

activities and events that encourage students to aspire toward STEM majors and careers; (6) 

engaging parents in college-going activities, and (7) engaging community leaders, including 

business leaders and college administrators and faculty, in efforts to raise college going and 

success.  As a proposed validation study with the goal of eventual scale-up (replication), the 
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Using DICAP strategy is integrated as an (additional) add-on component of the Federal TRIO 

Talent Search Program (a College Access Program), a program integrated into the daily 

functions of the participating high school.  That is to say, we seek to add Using DICAP methods 

and practices in DDDM to the repertoire of embedded Talent Search counselors (also referred to 

as College Coaches).  These coaches will integrate the Using DICAP structure seamlessly into 

their existing practices in the high school and will also facilitate the dissemination of data 

analysis, recommendations, interventions, and outcomes.  

      Using DICAP grew out of the GE pilot that took advantage of existing College Access 

resources in the targeted cities.  While the Using DICAP model as developed has been built to 

supplement the foundation of “base Talent Search” services, in the GE pilot any existing College 

Access Program serving the school was the foundation program.  If one College Access Program 

was working in a particular school, and if that program agreed to adopt the GE Pilot Model, we 

built from that program rather than beginning from scratch.  Currently, most College Access 

Programs are in schools with large percentages of low-income, first-generation, and minority 

students.  However when more than one of these programs is in a single school (a common 

occurrence) their services are not always well coordinated, nor are these services systematically 

allocated to students in every grade level or aligned with grade level needs. Using DICAP is a 

model that coordinates services aligned with grade level needs which can be broadly replicated 

as a critical addition in other Talent Search programs in high schools with high numbers and 

percentages of high-need students.  This model is specifically aligned with new legislative 

requirements for Talent Search included in the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (P. L.  
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110-315)
2
 and will assist Talent Search programs’ compliance with these legislative and 

regulatory changes.   

      In the Using DICAP model, at least 20% of students to be served in each grade level will 

receive targeted services from the summer before high school enrollment through high school 

graduation.  Services are targeted particularly to low-income, first-generation students and, to a 

large extent, delivered through learning communities made up of students in the same grade, 

enrolled – to the extent feasible – in the same courses.  Students are selected for participation 

based on criteria developed by the Talent Search program in collaboration with schools to ensure 

the most in-need of those eligible are served, and that a balance is achieved in the learning 

communities of those eligible yet at varying degrees of need to create the right mix needed to 

promote peer support (King, 1996; Kulik and Kulik, 1982; McDonough, 1997).  This established 

program pattern of course taking begins at ninth grade and continues throughout their high 

school enrollment.  Six high schools in the City of Erie School District and the Jefferson County 

(Kentucky) School District have already agreed to participate in the proposed i3 validation study 

implementation.  Erie and Louisville were chosen because of the proximity of GE businesses.  In 

Erie, the three schools chosen include all non-selective secondary schools in the district.  In 

Louisville, schools were chosen based on the current work of College Access Programs in them, 

their high enrollment of high-need students, and, for one, proximity to the headquarters of GE. 

      Using DICAP is being validated in six schools where at least 2/3 of the students enrolled are 

high-need students as defined for the i3 competition, aligned with already-existing Talent Search 

                                                 
2
 P.L. 110-315 requires that Talent Search programs, beginning in the 2011-2012 academic year, 

provide not only counseling and information services, but also provide sufficient academic 

supports to allow some Talent Search students to succeed in rigorous curricula. 
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eligibility requirements.  (In Talent Search, 2/3 of students served must be from families with 

incomes below 150% of the poverty level and also be potential first-generation college students.)  

At each of these schools, all of the students enrolled – with the exception of students who are not 

documented – are eligible for TRIO Talent Search.  Students that are at or below 150% of 

poverty alone have low high school and baccalaureate degree completion rates – 66% graduate 

from high school, 38.6% enter college (4.9% declare a STEM major), and 7.1% earn a bachelor’s 

degree (1.3% earn a bachelor’s degree in STEM) (Kailikole, 2007). 

      There will be two learning communities constituted at each grade level in each of the six high 

schools, each comprised of 30 students for a total of 60 students per grade level and 240 students 

per high school.  Students within these learning communities receive tutoring in core academic 

subjects (math, science, English), strategies for improving study management skills, mentoring 

and career counseling both during and after the school day based on their individual needs as 

identified via the Using DICAP initiative.  Services are a mix of those already provided by the 

Talent Search program but are provided with more frequency and intensity via the learning 

community model.  In this application we are referring to three models: 

 The “Base Talent Search Model” which provides information and counseling services 

about college enrollment.  Historically, Talent Search programs have only served a small 

percentage of students in individual schools. 

 The “GE Pilot Model” which combines DDDM with intensive college access and academic 

support services for at least 20% of students in a school.  College coaching and academic 

services are organized through and often delivered within Learning Communities. 
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 The “Using DICAP Model” which couples the “GE Pilot Model” with whole school 

DDDM to supplement the base Talent Search services for all individually eligible students 

to create the two-tiered model of school-level and student-level intervention. 

      Consistent enrollment in learning communities and the individual and group instructional and 

counseling support delivered via the communities was the principle supplement to the “base 

Talent Search” model introduced by the GE pilot.   Using DICAP will expand the number of 

learning communities established in the GE pilot.  In the fall of 2010, three high schools will 

have learning communities at all four grade levels (ninth through twelfth) totaling 720 students; 

one school will have learning communities at three grade levels (ninth through eleventh) totaling 

180 students, and two schools will have sixty students at the 9
th

 grade level.  By the 2013-2014 

school year, all six schools will have 240 students per school participating in college-prep 

learning communities for a total of 1440 students.  While all students at participating schools will 

have access to – and encouraged to take advantage of “base Talent Search” services such as 

information on financial aid, college nights, and application assistance, and while full-school 

data on a number of factors such as FAFSA completion, college enrollment and success will be 

tracked and utilized – not all eligible students can be served by the more rigorous intervention 

introduced by the GE pilot.  This creates the opportunity for a rigorous evaluation of  these more 

intensive supports using matched comparison groups.  COE considered and rejected the 

possibility of using a random assignment for the following reasons: 1) College Coach and 

principal reluctance to turn away eligible students who seek the more intensive services and 2) 

the joint selection by Principals and College Access providers based on co-established guidelines 

to represent the broadest range of students for the peer support component in the learning 

community is a key component of the model.  While the Learning Community does serve as a 
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point of coordination in the delivery of services (e.g., college visits, after-school tutoring, 

assigning of mentors) based on individual student need, it also is the place where key services 

(e.g. study skills instruction, career and college exploration, some peer mentoring) are provided 

in more depth and with more frequency to students in a group setting.      

(2) A clear set of goals and explicit strategy with actions that are (a) aligned with the 

priorities, and (b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes: 

      As indicated above, Using DICAP addresses Absolute Priority 2 and Competitive Preference 

Priority 6.  The proposed program is a validation study that combines two component efforts that 

introduced a strong emphasis on data analysis and DDDM into school-wide and targeted student 

college access efforts respectively. Using DICAP builds on the student-targeted effort begun in 

2006 by local College Access Programs working with COE with funding from the GE 

Foundation in the School District of the City of Erie and in the Jefferson County (Kentucky) 

School District. 

The goal of Using DICAP is to positively impact college enrollment and 

success, as well as student achievement, student growth and related factors in 

six schools with large numbers and percentages of high-need students by using 

targeted and whole-school interventions including data collection, data analysis, 

and the dissemination of analysis.  A secondary goal of Using DICAP is to 

validate a new model for Federal Talent Search programs that will allow these 

projects to meet a new legislative requirement that they provide sufficient 

support to allow students to succeed in rigorous secondary school curricula. 

      The pilot integrated best practices from Federal College Access Programs – including the 

best practices in the current Talent Search model and introduced more intensive targeted 
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interventions and DDDM on an individual student level into the high school via coaches.  Using 

DICAP will expand upon the lessons learned from the pilot by coupling the intervention with 

DDDM on a whole school level.  The strategy for Using DICAP involves creating a Data 

Warehouse through which timely data can be provided to partners and key stakeholders for their 

use relevant to the learning community design.  In addition to the College Access Program staff, 

key stakeholders include district administrators, school leaders and faculty, local college 

administrators, and corporate and foundation supporters.  The Warehouse is an integrated 

database that connects relevant information from other sources (school district data management; 

Using DICAP services data; National Student Clearinghouse postsecondary data
3
; and survey 

and interview data) into a single accessible format.  College Access Programs and high school 

faculty and school leaders are trained to be “in-house” data coaches.  At the onset, Using DICAP 

will track the 2004 graduating class from each high school through college graduation where 

applicable using the National Student Clearinghouse data.  The Warehouse will support the 

utilization of transcript data and other records to disaggregate students by category of need (e.g. 

by income, minority group, etc), and available achievement data (e.g. grade point average, 

rigorous courses completed, test scores).  Warehouse data use training will include formulating, 

asking, and answering relevant questions using the data, when and how to disaggregate data, 

interpreting data and other’s interpretations, and locating and using the data and data analyses 

functions/offerings available via the Data Warehouse.  The type of questions asked, and the need 

to access data at an individual student level varies by stakeholder role.  The Using DICAP 

initiative also produces templates for data collection, a guidebook for the data praxis (defined as 

                                                 
3
 Through the National Student Clearinghouse, high schools and College Access Programs are 

able to track students’ post-secondary experience through certificate or degree completion. 
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practice in the analysis of data, reflection on the results of the data analysis, and translation of the 

results into action) and an integration toolkit for partnering college access providers and school 

districts. 

      The Logic Model for Using DICAP (Figure 1), and Chart 1 in Appendix H which expands 

upon the Logic Model, lay out the objectives and expected outcomes of Using DICAP.  Both 

include five dimensions in which change/intervention has been or will be introduced (Summer 

transitions; enrollment in rigorous curricula with high expectations; providing academic and 

social supports during the academic year in learning communities; interventions affecting the 

broader parent and civic community; and specific interventions tied to college choice and 

readiness. The second column in the Chart (Structural Elements) delineates those elements, 

including use of data, Using DICAP introduces via each of the five dimensions. The third 

column, Integrating Praxis, delineates the objectives of Using DICAP. Most objectives relate to 

changes in the cultures of the schools – so that they become college-going cultures. However, 

objectives related to change in the broader community are included as well. The outcomes for 

Using DICAP are twofold. Transformative outcomes (column 4 in Chart 1) are those that will 

result when key partners and stakeholders use data to reflect on the services and practices – 

changes in student attendance, performance, achievement and course taking in high school and in 

college – and translate their findings into actions that can be implemented in the program. The 

performance outcomes provide measurable results, for example, improved student academic     

achievement (GPA and test scores), increased graduation rates for low-income, first-generation, 

and minority students, increased college readiness (entrance exam scores, FAFSA completion, 

admissions applications), and increased college enrollment. The logic model included in Figure 1 

summarizes these elements. 
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Figure 1: Logic Model for Using DICAP 
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      Our pilot programs are formulated using DDDM and preliminary work to ensure success has 

already been completed (e.g., establishing relationships, data sharing agreements, etc).  Before 

implementing the GE Pilot, baseline data on student achievement (e.g. grades, promotion, 

graduation rates) and behaviors (e.g. course-taking, attendance, drop-out rates) (Adelman, 1999 

and 2004; Cabrera and La Nasa, 2000) by grade level were collected and analyzed by COE and 

our partners.  All students and grade levels were included in the baseline analysis.  As data 

collection continued, an assessment of need was conducted for the participating schools and 

college access providers.  In collaboration with all partners, the baseline data analysis and needs 

assessment were used to determine the student selection criteria, support service provided, the 

mode of delivery, the method of integrating the services into the high school daily schedule, and 

the integration of college access personnel into the high school community. 

      The introduction of the sharing of data often had simple, yet important effects.  Assuring 

these data were immediately used by the College Coaches enabled them to intervene with 

encouragement, realism, and academic supports such as tutoring.  A surprising result of the 

examination of data was increased enrollment of targeted students in honors courses – and better 

performance of these students when they were placed in these courses.  In one school, for 

example, where the mean GPA for GE Pilot students the previous year in Algebra 1 had been 

1.9, the College Coaches suggested that some students take Honors Algebra as an alternative to 

Algebra 1 based on the students’ career interests and differences in the instructors’ teaching 

styles.  Thriving under the more individualized instruction in the honors course, and re-enforced 

by the College Coach’s confidence in their abilities, the College Access Program students taking 

Honors Algebra achieved a mean 2.8 GPA in Honors Algebra, outperforming other Honors 

Algebra students (mean GPA was 2.5). This example also illustrates how often decisions 
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affecting long-term options of low-income students are not driven by data on student ability but 

rather on other factors, such a student’s “attitude” or social skills, or simply the number of 

sections available.  A final example: schools serving high numbers of low-income students that 

track the students who complete FAFSA’s (Free Application for Federal Student Aid) have been 

able to increase the number of students actually entering college (Tierney and Venegas, 2009). 

 (3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research:  Section B 

outlines three major studies that were key in designing both Using DICAP and the pilot upon 

which Using DICAP is built; Constantine et al., 2006; Olsen et al., 2007; and Kemple et al., 

2005.  These studies meet the standards required for validation grants; additionally, the design 

drew extensively upon the longitudinal and qualitative college access work of the Consortium on 

Chicago School Research (Roderick et al., 2008; Roderick et al., 2006).  Further, in 

incorporating individual components, we looked to the research on those particular components, 

for example: Data Driven Decision Making (Means et al., 2009), summer bridge to high school 

programs (Cahalan et al., 2004; Maxfield et al., 2000), enrollment in rigorous curricula 

(Adelman, 1999; Herold, 2003), learning communities (social networks and peer ability groups)  

(Berkner and Chavez, 1997; Cabrera and La Nasa, 2000), early college exposure and counseling 

 (Engberg and Wolniak, 2010; Perna et al., 2008). 

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

      The proposed project, Using DICAP, is a combination of practices and strategies from 

College Access Programs that have had statistically significant effect on attendance, promotion 

to the next grade level, core academic (rigorous) course-taking patterns and completion, 

achievement in mathematics and science, completion of high school, applying for financial aid, 

taking college entrance exams, enrollment in college and post-secondary degree attainment.  
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Cited studies on college access programs: Talent Search (Constantine et al., 2006), Upward 

Bound Math-Science (Olsen et al., 2007) and Talent Development High Schools (Kemple et al., 

2005) were all conducted using quasi-experimental designs.  For the Talent Search study, 

Constantine et al. created carefully matched comparison groups using a retrospective analysis of 

administrative data sets to have internal validity.  The large sample, including 6,186 students in 

the treatment group and 54,529 students in the comparison group, was compiled from three 

states: Florida, Indiana and Texas and increased the generalizability of the findings.    For the 

Upward Bound Math-Science study, Olsen et al. also created matched comparison groups using 

a retrospective analysis of administrative data sets to have internal validity.   

       Since Talent Search and Upward Bound Math-Science are individual level interventions, 

student outcomes in these studies were analyzed at the individual level.  These studies informed 

decisions regarding the services for individual students when the GE Pilot was originally 

developed. In the study of the Talent Development High School Model, student outcomes were 

analyzed at the school level since the model is a school level intervention.  This level of analysis 

was critical in determining factors for integrating college access services into the high schools 

for Using DICAP.  To ensure internal validity in their study, Kemple et al. used a comparative 

interrupted time series analysis.  This research method works in two dimensions.  The interrupted 

time series methodology allowed researchers to measure the change in student outcomes before 

and after the school began using the model.  A matched comparison group of non-Talent 

Development schools provides estimates of the deviations from the baseline and the impact of 

the model on student outcomes.  Using the comparison schools and the large student samples 

(1,500 students per grade cohort) increased the generalizability of the findings in this study. 
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     In combining the best practices of these three models, the GE pilot has had both individual 

and cohort level impact on particular student outcomes. We expect Using DICAP to have similar 

positive effects.  In the pilot project, ninth grade participants had a rate of attendance 18 

percentage points higher than the attendance of non-participants on average.  This outcome is 

consistent with findings by Kemple et al. with statistically significant (significant at 0.1 and 0.01 

levels for different cohorts) increases in average ninth grade attendance rates which were greater 

than average attendance rates for comparison groups by a magnitude of five percentage points.  

We have to get and keep students in the classroom to move them toward high school graduation.  

Similarly, students must be promoted in a timely manner.  Kemple et al. found that college 

access programming improved the promotion from 9
th

 to 10
th

 grade by 8% (significant at .05 and 

.10 levels for year 1 and year 2 cohorts respectively).  In our pilot program, the promotion rate 

for participants from 9
th

 to 10
th

 grade was 16 percentage points higher than non-participants.  

Constantine et al. found that students participating in college access programming were more 

likely to graduate from high school at a rate of magnitude of approximately 14 percentage points 

higher than non-participants, 18 percentage points higher than non-participants to enroll in 

college and 13 percentage points higher (all significant at .01 level).  Increasing attendance, 

grade-level promotion, high school graduation rates and college enrollment rates are all 

indicators of success for Using DICAP.    

     Other indicators of success are student course-taking (whole cohorts have enrolled in rigorous 

academic courses) and achievement in mathematics and science (individual and whole cohort 

improvement in grades and GPA).  Olsen et al. found students participating in college access 

programming increased their average GPA in mathematics from 2.7 to 2.8 and in science from 

2.7 to 2.9 (both significant at the .01 level).  Moreover, they found that participants were 10 
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percentage points more likely to take chemistry and 15 percentage points more likely to take 

physics (both significant at the .01 level).  Chemistry and physics are considered part of a 

rigorous (or college-going) curriculum (Adelman, 1999).  In addition to college enrollment, 

students’ readiness for college and post-secondary degree attainment are indicators for success.  

College readiness is measured by applying for financial aid, taking of college entrance exam and 

college entrance exam scores.  Constantine et al. found that students participating in college 

access programming applied for financial aid at a substantially higher rate, 62% and 52%, than 

non-participants, 35% and 33%, respectively (both significant at the .01 level).  Moreover, they 

found that participants were more likely to take college entrance exams, at a rate of 44%, than 

non participants, at a rate of 27% (significant at the .01 level). 

      The practices and services in Using DICAP are based on the services and practices that were 

indicated as important contributors to student outcomes in the research by Constantine et al., 

Olsen et al., and Kemple et al.  The practices and services are also informed by other research on 

college access programming such as dual enrollment, advanced placement, and early college.  

Practices and services were chosen because they emerged as important contributors not only in 

the quasi-experimental design research but in other studies as well (Cahalan et al., 2004; 

Maxfield et al., 2000; Muraskin, 2007; Perna and Swail, 2002).  These practices and services 

include: rigorous curriculum; block scheduling; tutoring and instruction in academic success 

behaviors; learning communities; early college exposure and counseling; help with 

understanding and applying for financial aid and scholarships, etc.   

      Kemple et al. also indicated that using data and DDDM was also an important contributor to 

student outcomes.  Having used data in our GE pilot, we learned that using data is an acquired 

skill (Means et al., 2009); and tailored the model to provide more intensive training.  We also 
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learned that data use suffers from bias (Birkland et al., 2005; Honig, 2003; Spilane, 2000); and is 

not always looked upon favorably (Feldman et al., 2001; Dembosky et al., 2005).  Despite the 

realities and challenges faced in the use of data, we see the benefits of such efforts to achieve the 

desired student outcomes. 

C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant 

(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex projects:  The 

Council for Opportunity in Education (COE) is a non-profit organization whose membership 

includes over 1080 colleges and community-based organization with a particular commitment to 

expanding college opportunity.  COE, which was incorporated in 1981, is the only national 

organization with affiliates in all fifty states focused on assuring that low-income students and 

first-generation students have a realistic chance to prepare for, enter, and graduate from college.  

COE’s strategic priorities include: 

 Program Improvement and Development for the more than 3,400 governmentally and 

privately funded college opportunity programs in more than 1,500 colleges and 

community agencies nationwide. 

 Research through the Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in Higher Education 

which examines issues of college access and poverty as well as identifies, evaluates, and 

encourages strategies that expand opportunity; 

 Advocacy with Congress and the Department of Education for TRIO, GEAR UP, Pell 

Grants, and other college access and success programs that assist low-income and first-

generation students; 

 Professional development for opportunity educators – including COE’s annual 

conference, seminars, workshops, professional learning communities, video conferences,  
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webinars, and other web-based idea exchanges; 

 Teaching and learning strategies in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) 

through the Louis Stokes Institute for Opportunity in STEM Education that address 

access and opportunity in these disciplines. 

      COE has a long history of managing complex projects as well as working in partnership with 

others to do so.  For its members, COE offers a full range of services at every stage in the 

process of conceptualizing, securing funding for, operating and improving college access and 

college retention programs focused on low-income, first-generation and minority students. The 

quality and consistency of COE services has been recognized both by agencies of the Federal 

Government and by private foundations. For example for over twenty years, the U.S. Department 

of Education has selected COE as their major provider of federally funded professional 

development for TRIO educators and the colleges and agencies which sponsor them.  Its 

Academic Affairs Unit provides training in areas ranging from regulatory compliance, to fiscal 

management, to program evaluation, to curricular improvement.  Specialized funding has also 

been provided to COE by the Department to provide training in best practices in college access 

and retention programming to minority serving institutions.  Other federal agencies such as the 

Corporation for National and Community Service have utilized COE to implement multi-state 

initiatives partnering with TRIO programs. Presently COE’s Louis Stokes Institute for 

Opportunity in STEM Education, with funding from National Institutes of Health, is working to 

develop and disseminate project-based curricula for the 965 TRIO Upward Bound and Upward 

Bound Math-Science Programs.  These curricular modules focus on translational research 

utilizing projects involving HIV/AIDS research, clinical research trials, and CSI investigations. 

      National foundations and university systems are also partnering with COE. For example, as 
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part of the Chancellor’s Closing the Gap initiative, the University of Maryland system is working 

with COE’s Pell Institute to examine obstacles to graduation particularly for low income and 

minority students at six of its campuses.  The Lumina Foundation, in addition to funding an 

ongoing research of the Pell Institute, has also involved COE as a national partner in its national 

KnowHow2Go campaign. COE is assisting in six of Lumina’s sixteen targeted states to create 

state-wide networks of policy makers and practitioners to advance college access. Finally, the 

General Electric Foundation has chosen COE as its college access partner in its $150 million 

Discovering Futures program which is working to improve mathematics and science curricula 

and management capacity in six cities where it has major businesses. 

(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information (b) that the nonprofit 

organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment or retention. 

      COE’s impact on student achievement and retention occurs on several levels; two are 

discussed here.  COE, and its predecessor organizations, has been a primary architect in the 

design of federally funded College Access Programs since the mid-1970s. Recommendations 

gathered from COE members and its state and regional associations have been accepted by 

Congress (in many cases with few, if any changes). Accepted recommendations include: 

definition of eligibility for services (reauthorization of 1980); listing permissible services 

(reauthorization of 1986); definition of measurable outcomes (reauthorization of 2008); 

legislative mandate to reward prior experience based on outcomes (reauthorization of 1980 and 

ongoing). The discussion of the impact of TRIO Talent Search on student achievement is 

included in Section B. 

      COE has also impacted student achievement in direct student service programs which it has 

led.  For example, in the GE-funded pilot projects in Erie and Louisville, we found the program 
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had significant impact on-time promotion, rates of attendance and GPA.  

 For promotion: In Erie, ninth grade participants were promoted on-time at 85%, 14 

percentage points higher than the comparison group (significant at the .01 level).  Because 

the data is dichotomous, an Odds Ratios was used to determine effect size.  The odds or 

chance of participants being promoted on-time was 2.89 times more likely than the chance 

of non-participants.  In Louisville, ninth grade participants were promoted on-time at 76% 

(in 07-08) and 86% (in 08-09), 15 and 18 percentage points higher, respectively.  The 

chance of participants being promoted on-time was 2.02 and 2.31 times more likely than 

the chance of non-participants, respectively.  The tenth grade participants were promoted 

on-time at 81% (in 07-08, this is the 06-07 9
th

 grade cohort), 16 percentage points higher.  

The chance of participants being promoted on-time was 2.40 times more likely than the 

chance of non-participants. All Louisville finding are significant at the .001 level. 

 For attendance:  In Erie, participants had a mean attendance of 162 days compared to 158 

days for non-participants (significant at the .005 level).  In Louisville, the 07-08 

participants had higher mean attendance, 159 days compared to 156 days (significant at the 

.05 level) for 10
th

 graders, and 160 days compared to 153 days (significant at the .001 

level) for 9
th

 graders. Moreover, there was a significant increase mean attendance, 152 days 

increased to 159 days, for the 9
th

 grade cohort from 06-07 (9
th

 grade) to 07-08 (10
th

 grade) 

(significant at the .001 level). Attendance in 9
th

 grade accounted for 4% of the variance on 

10
th

 grade attendance.  The percent of variance was small when looking at the mean 

attendance since the cohorts all met the standard of being enrolled 95% of the school year. 

 For overall GPA:  In Erie, the mean GPA of the 9
th

 grade participant cohort was 3.344 

compared to 2.475 for the 9
th

 grade nonparticipant cohort (significant at the .001 level).  
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Participation in the pilot accounted for 20% of the variance in GPA. In Louisville, we have 

found smaller differences between participants and nonparticipants however significant 

increased improvement in the 06-07 cohort with a .78 increase in grade points from 9
th

 to 

10
th

 grade, an 54% increase (significant at the .001 level). GPA of the 9
th

 grade participant 

cohort accounts for 16% of the variance in the GPA in the 10
th

 grade of this same cohort. 

D. Quality of the Project Evaluation 

      In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers five factors addressed in 

the subsequent paragraphs. Additional evaluation design information is included in Appendix H. 

 (1): Method include a well-designed experimental study or well-designed quasi-

experimental study. 

The Using DICAP program outcomes will be evaluated using a rigorous quasi-experimental 

design incorporating a matched-comparison group.  While the most rigorous design is one that 

includes random assignment, this will not be possible as per the program requirement and 

enrollment processes outlined in the program plan.  The Using DICAP initiative seeks to achieve 

its goals through a two-tiered strategy.  Tier 1 pertains to the comprehensive data system and its 

associated training (for identifying needs and interventions, and conducting ongoing monitoring 

and improvement efforts with students) as an add-on to the already existing college access 

program. Tier 2 pertains to the aggregate information provided to the school system about all of 

its students regarding rates of college access and success after high school. 

To answer the following research questions, a rigorous design will be employed by 

evaluators to address the counterfactual (i.e., what would happen in the absence of the Using 

DICAP program). Questions assessing outcomes for both tiers of the initiative are included 
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below.  Using DICAP program staff have been able to obtain student level data, and believe with 

data sharing agreements in place they can obtain data for individual students from participating 

and non-participating schools.
4
 

Tier 1: Student outcomes. Additional research questions focus on the program impact on students 

as a result of Using DICAP program participation (i.e., learning communities and one-on-one 

time with coaches).  

1. Does participation in the Using DICAP program increase the average level of student 

academic performance, in comparison to other non-participating students?   

2. Does participation in the Using DICAP program result in increases in rigorous course taking 

patterns, retention/promotion rates, college entrance exam rates, college applications, etc., in 

comparison to other non-participating students? 

3. Does participation in the Using DICAP program result in increased rates of post-secondary 

enrollment and degree attainment, in comparison to other non-participating students?    

4. Do different groups of students (e.g., most in need versus least in need, English Language 

Learners, etc.) benefit from this initiative in different ways, in comparison to similar groups 

of non-participating students?  

Tier 2: School outcomes.  Evaluators will leverage qualitative and descriptive analyses to address 

the following research questions: 

1. Has school participation in the Using DICAP program promoted (school/coach) use of data 

and techniques that integrate data when working with individual students specifically and in 

the college access program overall? 

                                                 
4
 These data must be linked by the unique state identifier (SASID) to track growth over time, but 

the individual students will not be identified.    
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2. Has school participation in the Using DICAP program promoted the use of college 

access/success data to inform curricular and programmatic decisions related to student 

 matriculation and the pursuit of a post-secondary education?   

To answer the proposed research questions specific to individual students and initiative 

impacts for Tier 1, the first proposed analysis involves a matched comparison group of students 

within the same schools eligible for participation but not served based on program capacity (that 

is, students received Talent Search services but not receiving the Using DICAP add-on). The 

second proposed analysis involves an assessment of impacts on proposed student outcomes over 

time.  Growth modeling will be conducted with individual student level data for those students 

served by the program, comparing initial status to status over time on average.  This analysis will 

include a comparative assessment of the impact of the program on individual growth trajectories 

relative to the trajectories of non-participating students.
5
   

To answer the proposed research questions regarding program impacts at the school level or 

for Tier 2, a comparative short interrupted time-series (SITS) (Bloom, et al., 2001; Bloom, 1999; 

Shadish, Cook, and Campbell, 2002) analysis will be conducted at the school level, the level at 

which the initiative is targeted.  Evaluators will examine trends in state aggregate achievement 

levels within the districts/schools over time for the population assessed.
6
  The goal of these 

analyses is to measure any observed difference in average levels of student achievement and 

other outcomes for all grade level students across the schools attributable to school participation 

                                                 
5
 See Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002, Singer and Willett, 2003.  All proposed analyses will be 

conducted using multilevel models.  

6
 The program has specified assessments as well as select subtests be the outcomes by which 

they assess program impact.   
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in Using DICAP as compared to the matched non-participant schools.
7
  For information about 

the power for analysis, refer to Appendix H.  

 (2): The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 

implementation data and performance feedback. 

Evaluators will examine the context of implementation (school and district) as well as the 

interplay among college access program staff, school staff, parents, students and outside 

programs.  Research questions applicable for Tiers 1 and 2 of the initiative include: 

1. What training, supports, and services were provided and how do they align with the program 

plans and goals?  

2. What characterizes the implementation context (i.e., schools, coaches, students)?  In what 

ways did the context characterize and influence implementation (e.g., collaboration, 

organization, parent involvement, etc.)?  

3. What was the level of implementation (quantity/quality) and variability of professional 

development/support for schools and coaches? 

4. What was the level of implementation (quantity/quality) and variability in the services 

students received?  

5. What are the recommendations regarding the requirements to sustain the program and 

implement it in other settings from schools, coaches, and students? 

To answer the first proposed research question, evaluators will collect and summarize a 

combination of quantitative (descriptive) and qualitative data. Specifically, data from surveys, 

interviews, and observations of learning communities will be used to demonstrate changes in 

                                                 
7
 Crossovers may occur via student movement but these analyses are proposed at the aggregate 

school level (since it is unlikely that schools will become treatment schools). 
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practice and attitudes towards the use of integrated Using DICAP techniques over time. To gauge 

the extent to which the program is being implemented and sustained, student participation in 

ongoing learning community teams and the amount and frequency of coaching time will be 

collected for each student. The analysis of these data will contribute to the program’s efforts to 

monitor the degree to which the program is being implemented as planned.
8
 

 (3): The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the key 

elements to facilitate replication.     

      In particular, data from the implementation evaluation will provide critical feedback 

regarding the key elements required to successfully replicate the current program in other 

settings. Additionally, important lessons learned obtained through interviews, focus groups and 

surveys of all pertinent stakeholders will enable future program implementation efforts to benefit 

from the challenges and obstacles encountered in the implementation of the current initiative. 

Moreover, findings from the outcome analyses will help to underscore the targeted areas and 

types of participants for whom the current intervention is most effective.  

      The evaluation design will consist of formative and summative components.  The formative 

component will include both qualitative and quantitative analyses of data gathered during the 

first 18 to 24 months of project implementation, and will be used to improve the project as it is 

implemented in its second through fifth years.  The majority of the objectives for the formative 

component will be processes-oriented rather than outcomes-oriented.  The formative component 

will continue on a smaller scale during the third through fifth years of Using DICAP 

                                                 
8
 Depending on usability and timeliness of implementation data from this initiative, these data 

may be included into the final treatment only models by the evaluators (to predict variation based 

on levels of implementation for the treatment group). 
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implementation to document fidelity to the final design of the project. 

      The summative component of the evaluation will include quasi-experimental and other 

quantitative statistical analyses to determine whether the identified goals were achieved.  Most of 

the objectives of the summative component will be outcomes-oriented; however, it will still 

include some process-oriented objectives so implementation can be described. 

      The summative evaluation will include activities matched to the initiative’s goals with 

respect to professional development, learning communities, and parent involvement, as well as 

the achievement of those goals by college access providers, teachers, students, and parents. 

However, the top priorities of the evaluation will be the program’s impact on student 

performance; student/teacher/parent attitudes and attributions about attending, and student/parent 

participation in college going activities.   Research questions include:  

1. What is Using DICAP’s impact on participating student’s likelihood of graduation from high 

school? 

2. What is Using DICAP’s impact on participating student’s likelihood of enrollment in and 

graduation from college?  Two-year colleges?  Four-year colleges? 

3. What is the immediate and long-term impact of the program on student performance? 

4. Does the immediate impact of the program vary from year to year?  How? 

5. How does student performance compare when disaggregated (when possible) by 

race/ethnicity, gender, school, socio-economic status, English language proficiency, or 

disability status of students? 

(4): The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to carry out 

the project evaluation effectively. 
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      Both ETS and the Education Alliance are experienced in evaluating programs of this size 

(refer to section G).  Resources have been allocated at a level commensurate with the proposed 

effort as per the program specifications and grant requirements.  Each organization responsible 

for co-conducting the evaluation have committed to providing access to expertise, personnel, and 

data to ensure the quality of the evaluation.  A memorandum of agreement will be executed 

among all parties post-award.   

(5): The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous and independent. 

     As evidenced by the design plan outlined in the previous paragraphs (and in Appendix H), the 

evaluation will be conducted with the required rigor as stipulated in the grant.  The Education 

Alliance and ETS, the proposed co-evaluators, are independent and external to all operations of 

the districts, schools, the program and staff (COE), and TRIO/Talent Search.    

E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

1. The Number of Students Proposed to be Reached by the Project and the capacity of the 

eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed number. 

      During the course of i3 funding, the Using DICAP will serve 6,170 students as follows: 

 Erie Louisville Total 

 
Learning 

Community 

Whole 

School 

Learning 

Community 

Whole 

School 

Learning 

Community 

Whole 

School 

2010-11 600 2660 360 830 960 3490 

2011-12 660 2780 480 1560 1140 3920 

2012-13 720 2890 600 2200 1320 5090 

2013-14 720 2890 720 2770 1440 6170 

2014-15 720 2890 720 3280 1440 6170 

 

      As described earlier, this project grows out of on-going partnership involving local College 

Access partners delineated in Section G and six schools as well as the District Administrations 
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both in Erie and Jefferson County.  The project was begun in 2006 and thirteen of the partners 

are presently involved in and committed to this collaboration. All partners are fully on board as 

documented by letters – included in Appendix D.  Drawing on our four years of experience and 

the collaborative relationships developed and the involvement of school leaders in the 

development of this proposal, we are confident in our ability to meet these projected numbers. 

2. The eligible applicant’s capacity to bring the proposed project to scale. 

 

      Using DICAP is being directed by Dr. Nicole Norfles a former program officer, with the 

Oprah Winfrey Foundation who has both on the ground experience with College Access 

Programs and many years experience in managing complex projects. Additionally, COE will rely 

on the resources of its 1080 member colleges and community-based agencies and 53 state and 

district affiliates to bring Using DICAP to scale. 

 From the inception of its 2006 GE Foundation pilot, Using DICAP was intended to be scaled.  

The pilot introduces a model to assist Talent Search programs to meet expected legislative 

and regulatory changes which did occur and are required by the Higher Education 

Opportunity Amendments of 2008 (HEOA, P.L. 110-315). 

  By design, Using DICAP is intended to reduce the burden and increase the control of school 

leaders over College Access Programs operating in their schools; 

 COE and its constituent state and regional association provide extensive technical assistance 

and professional development to institutions and agencies that conduct Talent Search 

programs.  These meetings and other opportunities (webinars, video-conferences, 

professional learning communities, and manuals) provide numerous opportunities to 

disseminate information regarding the Using DICAP model, step by step information on how 

to implement it, and the benefits of implementation. 
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 The GE Foundation – which provided the initial monies necessary for the development of the 

Using DICAP model and which is providing the match for this expansion and validation –  

has agreed  to publicize the model and its benefits to local communities (as appropriate based 

on the results of the proposed project) in the foundation community. 

3. The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully in a variety of 

settings and with a variety of students.  

      Using DICAP could be built upon a number of College Access Programs, for example, TRIO 

Upward Bound or State or Partnership GEAR UP programs.  COE chose to build its replication 

on TRIO Talent Search because of the relative dependability of Talent Search funding
9
 and the 

impact of changes in Talent Search included in the 2008 Higher Education Opportunity Act.  The 

470 Talent Search programs operate in all fifty states and the territories in urban and rural areas.  

A profile of the 2,884 Talent Search secondary schools is included in Table 2 in Appendix H.  

      Talent Search target schools have higher percentages of high-need students as defined for the 

i3 competition.  For example, a higher percentage of students attending Talent Search target 

schools are from low-income families as compared to students from other schools by the design 

of the program (40 percent of all students in grades six through 12 enrolled in Talent Search 

target schools were eligible for the free lunch program, a proportion 17 percentage points higher 

than the 23 percent of student other schools. Similar trends exist for students from minority 

backgrounds who made up over half of the enrollment in Talent Search target schools, compared 

with 33 percent in non-target schools. 

                                                 
9
 A provision in the TRIO Talent Search legislation, commonly referred to as “Prior Experience” 

rewards sponsoring institutions or agencies that meet their prior grant’s outcome objectives by 

providing them a bonus of up to fifteen points in the next five-year funding cycle. 
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4. The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project. 

      The U.S. Department of Education recognizes that the costs of implementing the new 

legislative mandate in HEOA to support students succeeding in rigorous secondary school 

curricula will raise the cost per student in Talent Search.  Conversations between program 

representatives and Department officials suggest that the cost of providing more intensive 

services will be approximately $1,200 per student, compared to approximately $400 per student 

which is the present cost.  It is anticipated that beginning in the 2011-2012 academic year, all 

Talent Search projects will provide a combination of more intensive services to some students 

(such as those provided in Using DICAP’s learning communities), and less intensive services to 

others.  The costs outlined below are consistent with the anticipated costs of complying with the 

new Talent Search legislative mandate.  

Replication Stage One – 126 Schools served by 63 Talent Search Projects in 8 states – 

100,000 students: $16.9 million additional Talent Search Costs; $1.1 million dissemination and 

technical assistance costs; $800,000 cost of adopting model to schools with large percentages of 

English Language Learners; $2.9 million additional Data Warehouse costs. 

Replication Stage Two – 250 schools served by 125 Talent Search projects in 11 states – 

250,000 students: $38.6 million additional Talent Search costs; $1.8 million Dissemination and 

Technical Assistance Costs; $800,000 Cost of Adapting Model to reach more students with 

disabilities; $2.8 million Additional Data Warehouse costs.                                          

Replication Stage Three – 500 schools served by 250 Talent Search projects in 21 states - 

500,000 students: $77.2 million additional Talent Search costs; $1.8 million Dissemination and 

Technical Assistance Costs; $5.6 million additional Data Warehouse costs. 
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5. The mechanisms the applicant will use to broadly disseminate information and support 

further development and expansion. 

      COE and its partners in Using DICAP will use all of the mechanisms available to them to 

broadly disseminate information regarding the Using DICAP model and to support further 

development, expansion and replication of the model.  COE and its partners will utilize internal 

mechanisms: COE’s national meeting (which draws over 1,700 educators interested in college 

opportunity each year); other meetings (e.g., the National College Access Network and the 

National Council for Community and Education Partnerships); the 64 constituent regional and 

state association meetings; COE’s website, monthly e-news letters, and magazine 

(COEnetworks).  COE will disseminate information about the project broadly through its 

affiliated networks such as Lumina Foundation’s KnowHow2Go Network involving college 

access professionals in 16 states and the Higher Education Secretariat including more than forty 

Washington-based higher education associations.  The GE Foundation, the Erie and Jefferson 

County School Districts, ETS and the Education Alliance at Brown will also disseminate 

information about the model within their networks. 

F. Sustainability 

(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, as well 

as the support of stakeholders to continue the project. 

      Based on the results of the project, at the conclusion of i3 funding, the Using DICAP model 

will have been validated and a Data Warehouse integrating data from high school, college, and 

college access program levels will have been established.  As their letters of support attest, GE 

and the other partners in Using DICAP are committed to continuing current college access 

funding and working to secure increased College Access funding (for example, through the fall 
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2010 Talent Search competition).  Early in the summer of 2010 -- independent of the decision 

regarding this application -- COE will approach the Pennsylvania and Kentucky Higher 

Education Assistance Agencies to seek their support for developing the College Access Data 

Warehouse for Talent Search programs and other interested College Access programs throughout 

these states.  If the Data Warehouse funding can be secured, all other aspects of the model at 

present rate can be funded through TRIO Talent Search funds.   

(2) Planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, or benefits in the ongoing 

work of the applicant and partners. 

      COE’s Pell Institute has begun discussions with several offices within the Department of 

Education as well as with several Foundations regarding an initiative to identify “models of best 

practice” or “promising practice” in the delivery of federal access and retention services.  Such a 

program would include an ongoing capacity to disseminate information regarding these models.  

At present, the Best Practices effort is one of COE’s two highest priorities.  Assuming validation 

of the Using DICAP Model, the model and the protocols established with ETS and Brown 

through this validation grant provide an excellent framework for this continued effort. 

      College access efforts, particularly for under-served populations have been core to the 

mission of the GE Foundation for over forty years.  Validation of the Foundation’s investment in 

college access in partnership with COE would be incorporated into its on-going work.  As their 

letters of commitment attest; the school districts, corporate stakeholders, and colleges located in 

Erie and Louisville are committed to Using DICAP and its underlying college access services for 

the long-term, and contingent on validation intend to incorporate its strategies and approaches 

into their on-going approaches. 
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G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 

      The initial Using DICAP management plan involves two local College Access collaboratives 

each coordinated by a local partner working closely with the project director at COE.  The Data 

Warehouse would initially be housed at COE.  An organizational chart for the project is included 

in Appendix H.  Full staffing at each high school includes two College Coaches who report to 

their respective College Access Program director.  Meetings of the Collaborative, which include 

the High School Principal, the College Access Program Director, and the College coaches, are 

held on a monthly basis and chaired by the Collaborative Coordinator.  These meetings address 

such items as: the definition of core elements in each of the dimensions or interventions (See 

Chart 1 in Appendix H), Professional Development, particularly with respect to data utilization, 

planning for consortium-wide activities such as college trips, and problems in implementation.  

The Using DICAP director will attend these meetings at least quarterly. 

      Each Collaborative includes individual high schools and their College Access Partners. 

 

 

Erie College Access Collaborative 

(No Coordinator is presently identified) 

Louisville College Access Collaborative 

(Coordinator, Joseph McCormick, Kentucky 

College Access Network) 

High 

Schools 
College Access Partners High Schools College Access Partners 

Central 
Northwest Intermediate 

Unit Talent Search 

The Academy at 

Shawnee 

The University of 

Louisville Office of 

Community 

Engagement- 

East 

Greater Erie Community Action 

Committee Upward Bound; 

Pennsylvania State University-

Behrend College Access 

Program 

Fern Creek 
Kentucky State 

University Talent Search 
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Strong 

Vincent 

Gannon University School 

of Education 

Moore High 

School 

University of Louisville 

Upward-Bound 

 

(1) The Adequacy of the Management Plan 

      For the first year, COE has established a calendar of tasks to be accomplished, deadlines for 

completing the tasks, and personnel responsible for their completion.  This calendar is included 

as Chart 3 in Appendix H.  Tasks related to implementation, replication and evaluation are 

included and both responsibilities of the COE staff and those of each of the partners are included.  

The chart will be expanded to include more precision as discussions with the partners continue 

during the summer of 2010.  COE’s Executive Vice-President, who will supervise Using DICAP, 

will meet frequently with the Program Director to assure that all planned activities are 

proceeding as scheduled, to discuss obstacles encountered as well as approaches to resolving any 

difficulties.  Each partner in Using DICAP will sign a subgrant agreement that outlines their 

responsibilities under the project and the timetable for meeting those responsibilities.  As has 

been the case in the GE Pilot, subgrant agreements include language that results in termination of 

subgrants should the partner be unable or unwilling to provide the services outlined in the 

agreement. 

      COE’s Vice-President for Business and Finance and its grants accounting staff will provide 

the Project Director a monthly accounting of all expenditures under Using DICAP as well as 

quarterly projections of future spending.  Grants accounting staff, together with COE auditors, 

have established monitoring protocols to assure that expenditures by partners are consistent with 

the subgrant agreements and in line with work completed. 
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(2) The qualifications of the project director and key project personnel. 

      Dr. Nicole Norfles, whose resume is included in Appendix C, has agreed to serve as Project 

Director.  As Education Program Officer with the Oprah Winfrey Foundation, Dr. Norfles was 

responsible for leading and monitoring the Foundation’s national and international education 

initiatives including the Oprah Winfrey Leadership Academy for Girls.  Qualifications of the 

Director include: Experience in managing, including fiscal management of complex projects 

with multiple locations; advanced degree in management or educational administration; 

doctorate preferred; familiarity with research on college access and success, particularly for low-

income and minority students; and strong communication skills.  

      Qualifications of the Senior Data Analyst include: Formal or informal training in Database 

Management Systems administration and maintenance, database design, analysis and 

management; extensive experience as a database designer/information systems analyst, database 

manager or database administrator and experience in data analysis; decision support including 

demonstrated proficiency with analytical software; Bachelors degree or the equivalent; and 

strong communication skills. 

(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project director 

and key personnel of the independent evaluator.  

      The Education Alliance at Brown University has served the education community since 

1975, and has evolved to include evaluation, applied research and development, with special 

attention to low performing schools and issues of equity and diversity.  In delivering expert 

services for research and evaluation, planning, and professional learning, the Alliance effectively 

partners with schools, districts, and state departments of education to apply research findings in 

developing solutions to educational challenges. 
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      Kim Sprague, who will serve as co-director of the evaluation, has broad experience in 

conducting both experimental and quasi-experimental evaluations.  She has overseen the design 

and management of recently awarded Striving Readers’ project and incorporation of random 

assignment designs into Alliance evaluation awards.  Additionally, she has been responsible for 

the design, implementation and management of regional and national level evaluations 

employing both longitudinal and causal analyses – including six rigorous evaluations of magnet 

school awards for the 2004-2007 implementation cycle. (Her resume is included in Appendix C). 

      Educational Testing Service (ETS), founded in 1947, is a non-profit organization whose 

mission is to advance quality and equity in education for people worldwide by creating 

assessments based on rigorous research.  In addition to assessments, ETS conducts educational 

research, analysis and policy studies, and develops a variety of customized services and products 

for (1) teacher certification, (2) English-language learning, and (3) elementary, secondary and 

post-secondary education. 

      Mario Yepes-Baraya will serve as co-director of the evaluation with particular emphasis on 

implementation.  Dr. Yepes-Baraya has over twenty years of experience in research and 

evaluation of educational interventions, and in assessment development in science, mathematics, 

and language.  He has evaluated or validated initiatives and products designed to improve 

student learning and close the achievement gap in reading, mathematics, and science in grades 

K-14 as well as evaluated professional development programs in education that use theory-based 

models and innovative technologies to enhance teaching quality and school effectiveness. His 

resume is included in Appendix C. 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

It is interesting to see that quite a lot of work has gone into design of this 
program to increase college readiness. Helping students prior to their 
freshman year clear through HS graduation is comprehensive and admirable. 
 
Goals (p. 31) are clear and comprehensive. Of special import is goal 5 
intended to motivate students toward STEM majors and careers.  
 
The Using DICAP plan celebrates its precursors, "Base Talent Search 
Model" and "GE Pilot Model' that are now transitioning to the "Using 
DICAP Model" (p. e4-5).  
 
The plan uses National Student Clearinghouse data as well as achievement 
data on current students in the program to track, predict, and counsel 
students regarding plans after college. Having trained College Coaches 
contributes to the program's past and potential.  
 
The quoted research (p. e11) provides the necessary evidence of the 
importance and inclusion of data analysis in the lives of high school students 
to examine and make informed choices regarding their decision to possibly 
attend college.  

 
Weaknesses 

No significant weaknesses were observed.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  



 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant demonstrated that it "has a long history of managing complex 
projects" (p. e16). Being a long-term professional development provider for 
TRIO educators for the federal government and using "funding from 



National Institutes of Health" are just two examples of applicable experience 
of the applicant. The involvement of the Lumina Foundation and the General 
Electric Foundation are additional examples of collaboration with complex 
projects.  
 
The results achieved in Erie, Pennsylvania were impressive when one 
examines the on-time promotion of ninth graders and improved attendance 
(p. e18).  

 
Weaknesses 

No critical weaknesses were observed.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 



 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The General Electric Foundation has pledged the match for expansion and 
validation of this grant if it is awarded. The project directors recognize the 
expanded cost to provide the intensive support for students served by Using 
DICAP. It appears to have enlisted appropriate stakeholders to be ready to 
scale up the project.  

 
Weaknesses 

No critical weaknesses were observed.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 



(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Using DICAP has the full support of the General Electric Foundation. With 
its backing and the support of numerous other stakeholders the project 
should have no problem sustaining itself. COE and GE Foundation have 
many years of collaboration in the tasks of moving students from high school 
to college.  

 
Weaknesses 

No critical weaknesses were observed.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Frequent meetings at each local school with Using DICAP personnel shows 
additional commitment to the project's success. Key management personnel 
from COE are adequately trained and experienced to run this program. The 
listed job duties for a senior data analyst show the project's recognition of the 
power of data in making the project a success.  
 



The Education Alliance at Brown University and Educational Testing 
Service are highly experienced grant evaluators and bring tremendous 
experience and talent to the project.  

 
Weaknesses 

No critical weaknesses were observed.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 



college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The project narrative describes a project focused on having students ready 
for higher education and motivated to enroll and complete college.  

 
Weaknesses 

No critical weaknesses were observed.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Reader #2:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  15  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  15  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 30 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 07: 84.396B  
Reader #2:  
Applicant: Council for Opportunity in Education -- N/A,N/A - N/A,N/A 
(U396B100289)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

A strong literature review (pp. 11-12) and robust small-scale quasi-
experimental pilot study (pp. 12-13) project communicates moderate external 
and high internal evidence. All supporting evidence is based on quasi-
experimental designs which informed the GE Pilot of DICAP which reported 
both individual and cohort data (pp. 12-13.)  The GE pilot also offered 
critical insights into the fidelity of the project, specifically that using data is 
an 'acquired skill' and can be subject to bias in educational settings without 



focused mentorship, which informed program modifications (p. 14-15.) 

 
Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  



 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The DICAP logic model clearly identifies how data will be used to drive 
decision-making for transformation of findings into action that support 
performance outcomes (pp. 8-9.) In addition DICAP `s evaluation model is 
driven by program requirements and enrollment processes in place therefore 
it will incorporate a matched-comparison group into their quasi-experimental 
design (19.) This decision was based on participant (coaches and principals) 
input into the program plan communicating a high level of partnership 
between the DICAP program personal and district partners (p. 5.) 
 
DICAP incorporates rigorous qualitative and quantitative assessments to 
document key components for replication and sustainability (pp. 23-25.) 

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 15 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  



 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Reader #3:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  8  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  8  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  



TOTAL   105 67 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 07: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: Council for Opportunity in Education -- N/A,N/A - N/A,N/A 
(U396B100289)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 



Strengths:  The applicant provides a strong rationale that is supported by 
research to develop tiered interventions that are informed by data to improve 
student outcomes and increase access to college (p. 1).  The proposal 
includes a logic model that clearly defines the project's objectives and 
expected outcomes (p. 10).  It identifies five key interventions, including 
summer transitions, rigorous curricula, academic support, intervention for 
parents and community, and college readiness (p. 9).  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses:  No weaknesses are identified.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

Strengths:  The applicant has experience implementing and managing 
complex projects (pp. 16-18).  The applicant has an established history of 
collaborating with over 1080 colleges and community-based organizations in 
all 50 state (p. 16).  Specifically, it has worked with 965 TRIO Upward 
Bound programs nationally. 
 
In addition, the applicant has demonstrated the ability to positive impact 
student achievement, including progress towards graduation, student 
attendance, and student grades (pp. 17-19).  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses:  No weaknesses are identified.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 



applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Strengths: The proposed project will serve approximately 6,170 students (p. 
26).  In addition, the applicant has built the model for replication on the 
current TRIO model, which is supported by federal legislation (p. 28).  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses:  Absent federal or private funding, the estimated cost of $1,200 
per student may be cost prohibitive to LEA's (p. 29).  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Strengths: The applicant has identified a plan to sustain the project beyond 
the life of the grant, including federal and state funds talent search funds (p. 
31).  In addition, there is support from all stakeholders, including colleges 
and LEAs (pp.30-31). 
 
The applicant has developed a plan to integrate the project in to the ongoing 
work of the partners by using the protocols and model as a framework for 
further efforts to support access and retention services (p. 31).  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses:  No weaknesses are identified.  
 



Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Strengths:  The management plan and personnel are adequate to support the 
proposed project (p. 33-35).  In addition, the proposal includes a time line 
that clearly defines the activities and outcomes for the project (appendix H).  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses:  While the time line identifies the project's activities, it fails to 
identify individuals responsible for the implementation of each 
activity.  Accountability for each activity is needed to ensure full 
implementation.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 



cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Strengths:  The project will support college access and success.  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses:  No weaknesses are identified.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 



defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 71 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The proposal demonstrates a need for data driven projects that use a data use 
project for college access. 
 
There are clear sets of goals and activities. The final goals of the grant are to 
gather information in order to set a baseline.  
 
The research was aligned to the priorities of the proposal. 
 
Since this is a validation grant, the use of the money to "establish evidence 
(validation) that this strategy for using data (that has not been widely 
adopted among the local agencies, high schools or College Access 
PRograms) would allow such groups to make informed decisions about and 
recommendations for (1) student course taking; (2) grade level achievement 
goals; (3) academic support to meet grade level achievement goals; (4) 
programming and transitioning from middle to high school; (5) activities and 
events that encourage students to aspire toward STEM majors and careers; 
and (7) engaging community leaders. including buisiness leaders, including 
college administrators and faculty, in an effort to raise college going and 
success (page 2 of the proposal)" is aligned to the second area of focus of a 
priority grant, i.e., "enable data aggregation, analysis, and research." 

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 



considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has experience in managing complex projects. 
The applicant has demonstrated improvements in student promotion, 



attendance and grade point average. 

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 



or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant has demonstrated the capacity to reach the proposed number of 
students. 
 
The applicant has the capacity to bring the project to scale. 
 
The applicant as many partnerships and embedded strategies, and has created 
a feasible replication model. 
 
The applicant has estimated the costs of the project are reasonable, though 
higher than the current cost per student. The applicant has also estimated the 
costs for 100,000, 250,000 and 500,000 students. 
 
The applicant has extensive dissemination strategies  

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant has the capability to operate the project beyond the length of 
the validation grant through  extensive partnerships, and a clear sustainability 
plan. The very fact that this grant will aid in embedding the project within 
the system furthers its sustainability.  

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management plan has clearly defined responsibilities, timelines, and 
milestones for accomplishing project tasks.  Sustainability is built into the 
plan. 
 
The qualifications of both the applicant and the evaluator are extensive. 

 



Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

The applicant does not address early learning.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 



(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 
Strengths 

The applicant addresses all three indicators within the proposal.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

The applicant does not focus on students with disabilities or limited English 
proficient students.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

The applicant does not focus on rural schools.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Evidence of internal and external validity is included in the 
application.(p13)  The Logic Model for Using DICAP is clearly presented in 
the application Figure 1.(p10)  Lessons learned about the use of data from 
the GE pilot were cited and the benefits of the use of data outweighed the 
challenges faced. (p15)  

 
Weaknesses 



 
 

Reader's Score: 14 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 



(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The evaluation plan is rigorous in design.  The plan provides for validation 
of the project.  Student and school level analysis is included in the evaluation 
plan.  Cohorts for study are already established.  Gathering of evidence for 
the research questions clearly presented in the application.  

 
Weaknesses 

Focus groups only in the Spring may need to be expanded to inlcude the 
Fall.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 



500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  



1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 



provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Virginia Initiative for Science Teaching and Achievement (VISTA) 

Validation Grant Proposal 

A.  Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 

Science teaching in Virginia, as in the country, is hindered by two fundamental, unmet 

needs. Elementary faculty very often have teaching degrees but lack a solid grounding in the 

inquiry-based nature of science (Akerson & Abd-El-Khalick, 2003; NRC, 1997; NCMSTTC, 

2000). On the secondary level, teacher shortages have led to the hiring of many uncertified 

teachers who have science degrees but little or no teaching experience or training (NCMSTTC, 

2000; NRC, 2007). These distinctly different problems in teacher preparation by grade level lead 

to a common result: Student achievement in science suffers. 

The Virginia Initiative for Science Teaching and Achievement (VISTA) is a partnership 

among 47 school districts, six universities, and the Virginia Department of Education to build an 

infrastructure to provide sustained, intensive science teacher professional development to 

increase student performance. The goal of VISTA is to improve science teaching and student 

learning of science throughout Virginia. This proposed program is based on the statistically 

significant improvement in science instruction and student performance of two teacher 

professional development programs. We will extend these programs and the ongoing research to 

other school districts in Virginia. Required matching funds have already been assured.   

An Exceptional Approach 

VISTA proposes a comprehensive professional development model to improve K-12 

science teaching. Our Learn, Try, Implement with Feedback and Research model with a focus on 

continuous improvement was incorporated into two programs that have produced statistically 

significant gains in teacher instruction and student achievement in three large Virginia school 



districts. A graphic representation of this model can be found in appendix H page 4. VISTA 

continues research on these programs and this model as they are validated for wider distribution 

in Virginia. The programs target teacher needs by grade level:  

 Upper elementary (grades 4-6) teachers receive professional development in scientific, 

problem-based learning (Delisle, 1997; Hmelo-Silver, 2004; Krynock & Krynock, 1999; 

Shack, 1993; Stepien & Gallagher, 1993) as well as student-centered inquiry (Brooks & 

Brooks, 1993). These teachers work in teams as they learn about problem-based learning and 

receive feedback as they try inquiry-based science teaching in a summer enrichment camp for 

children. Follow-up professional development helps them implement science-based 

approaches to traditional classroom settings and conduct research on their students’ learning.  

 Uncertified or provisionally licensed secondary (grades 6-12) science teachers have degrees 

in science but little or no training in teaching. They learn, try, and implement how to teach on 

the job. For two years, VISTA provides just-in-time support and “big picture” research-

based teaching coursework. A unique aspect of this program is the community of practice 

support, including an in-class coach, a retired science teacher, who provides feedback and 

helps the new teacher plan, teach, and problem-solve about teaching. This is a combined 

middle and high school program because science teaching licenses are grades 6-12. 

 VISTA also builds a state infrastructure involving the State Department of Education, K-12 

school district science coordinators, specialists, principals, and science and science education 

professors. They provide the leadership, resources, and support needed to extend quality 

teaching to all students, including students from rural areas and students with limited English 

proficiency and with disabilities and other special needs. 



The Learn, Try, Implement with Feedback and Research model with a focus on 

continuous improvement is unique. Coupling it at the elementary level with in-depth problem-

based learning over an extended period of time for students, and at the secondary level with a 

cohesive community of practice with just- in-time coaching and research-based teaching 

professional development, is innovative. Research, in the next section, demonstrates that these 

two programs significantly increase the quality of teaching and student learning. 

George Mason University in Fairfax, VA, is the eligible applicant leading this five-year 

validation program, which will focus on:  

 Absolute Priority 1. Innovations that support effective teachers and principals  

 Competitive Preference Priority 6. Innovations that support college access and success  

 Competitive Preference Priority 7. Innovations to address the unique learning needs of 

students with disabilities and limited English proficient students  

 Competitive Preference Priority 8. Innovations that serve schools in rural LEAs 

National and State Need for the Project 

In January 2010, Virginia revised and adopted K-12 standards in science that build 

toward college- and career-readiness. The revised Science Standards of Learning (SOL) mark a 

continuing shift from factual fluency to conceptual understanding. Nonetheless, many teachers 

lack the skill to teach conceptual understanding of science effectively, and the state lacks a 

cohesive and informed infrastructure to support teacher professional development in science.  

VISTA provides innovative approaches to teaching and learning to bring lasting change 

to our schools, including high-needs schools, while having teachers investigate and evaluate 

what works and what can work better to help students learn. This program provides solid 

grounding in the inquiry-based nature of science for teachers through intensive professional 



development and evidence-based instructional models and supports. A logic model can be found 

in appendix H page 3. Our proposal develops and supports effective teachers, with a focus on 

improving the effectiveness of teaching in high-need (high-poverty, high minority) schools to 

support college readiness.  

Well-prepared teachers have the greatest impact on increasing student achievement 

(Darling-Hammond 2000, 2003). The Educational Testing Service found in its study How 

Teaching Matters (Wenglinsky 2000) that student achievement increases when teachers are well-

versed in effective teaching strategies.  

In elementary school, as a result of the increased focus on language arts and mathematics, 

there is a lack of science teaching and in particular, inquiry-based teaching, as called for in the 

Virginia Science Standards of Learning (2010) and National Science Education Standards 

(1996). VISTA provides intensive support and effective interventions to help teachers learn 

science content and develop the experience and confidence in teaching inquiry-based science.  

In middle and high school, there is a growing shortage of science teachers in Virginia and 

the nation, so school districts are forced to hire teachers with science degrees, but with little or 

no teacher training. In Virginia, 8% of science teachers are provisionally licensed (P. Klonowski, 

VDOE, personal communication, March 25, 2010). Research (Darling-Hammond, 2000, 2003) 

indicates that 66% of these teachers leave teaching within three years (Ingersoll 2000; Ingersoll 

and Perda 2009; Marvel, Lyter, Peltola, Strizek, and Morton 2006). High costs are linked to 

continually hiring, training, and losing teachers, not only in dollars but also in school morale and 

student achievement. VISTA provides professional development and classroom coaching to 

provisionally licensed teachers so “learning on the job” is more rewarding and successful, and 

teachers are more likely to stay in the profession.  



The program will also focus on access to college and careers, address the learning needs 

of students with disabilities and limited English proficiency, and serve schools in rural LEAs. 

Project Design – Clear Goals and an Explicit Strategy 

Primary objectives for the Virginia Initiative for Science Teaching and Achievement:  

 Increase student learning in science including students with special needs and LEP 

 Enhance quality of elementary science teaching by including inquiry-based teaching  

 Enhance the quality of teaching by new, underprepared secondary science teachers, 

including having students conduct inquiry-based laboratory activities  

 Increase the number of certified middle school and high school science teachers  

 Increase access for rural teachers to professional development  

 Build the state infrastructure to support effective science teaching and learning  

 Conduct research to determine what makes the most significant difference in helping 

teachers to help students learn  

VISTA is designed to increase the number of highly effective teachers, especially those 

in high-need schools, by identifying, recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining highly 

effective teachers. All school districts in Virginia were invited to participate in VISTA. Forty-

seven (covering 61% of the student population) sent letters of commitment. All schools districts 

and their demographic information are list on pages 1-2 of appendix H. The students in these 

school districts are 55% white, 45% non-white; 30% qualify for free and reduced-price lunch. 

VISTA will enlist LEAs to recruit teachers to be randomly assigned to treatment or control 

groups.  Treatment teachers receive intensive professional teacher development and are 

rewarded by having these institutes and coaches paid for and being part of a cohesive 

community of practice. To build a broader perspective, they will present at the annual state 



science conference. Research will be conducted to verify predictions that the teachers receiving 

support will be retained in the profession and have students with higher test scores.  

Teacher effectiveness will be determined through a rigorous evaluation system that uses 

multiple measures of teaching effectiveness, including data on student performance and growth. 

VISTA provides an exceptionally strong, multifaceted support system for science 

teachers (Absolute Priority 1) that includes school district science coordinators, principals, and 

college faculty and conducts longitudinal research concerning effects of each part of the program 

on helping students learn.  Administrators will be trained so they are an integral part of the 

support team, and university faculty will collaborate across disciplines and institutions.    

Professional development will be offered in the state population centers with the most 

uncertified teachers: Washington DC area (George Mason), Richmond (Virginia Commonwealth 

University), and Tidewater (College of William & Mary). Rural teachers will have expenses paid 

to travel to intensive summer institutes and have follow-up distance learning available. 

Elementary Institutes and Secondary Courses Timeline 

Institutes/Courses Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total 

Elementary Teachers 3 6 6 6 6 27 

Secondary Teachers  3 basic 3 basic 

3 advance 

3 basic 

3 advance 

3 basic 

3 advance 

3 basic 

3 advance 

15 basic 

12 advanced 

New Science 

Coordinators 

1 1 1 1 1 5 

College Faculty 1 1 1 1 1 5 

 

5 Year Participants Timeline 

 

Participants Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total 

Elementary Teachers  60 120 120 120 120 540 

Secondary Teachers 60 120 120 120 120 300 

Student Enrichment 72 144 144 144 144 648 

Student Impact  9,300 18,600 18,600 18,600 18,600 83,700 

Principals 30 60 60 60 60 270 

Science Coordinators 15 15 15 15 15 75 

College Faculty 12 14 14 14 14 68 



 

Elementary School Teacher Professional Development 

The support system includes a four-week summer institute and follow-up academic year 

support. The summer institute for elementary teachers spends Week 1on learning a particular 

area of science and how to conduct inquiry-based science teaching, Weeks 2 and 3 on 

collaboratively teaching inquiry-based science to high-needs students in a problem-based 

summer camp setting, and Week 4 on reflecting on their summer teaching experience and 

planning to implement inquiry-based teaching during the academic year. An overarching theme 

of continuous improvement will permeate the institute (Akerson, Cullen, & Hanson, (2009). 

With the oversight of the STEM Team (described in section G), science topics will be selected 

based on the lowest-scoring areas of science on state tests for students and a needs assessment of 

teachers. Teams of university science educators, scientists, and engineers, along with science 

classroom teachers and mathematics specialists, will co-plan and co-facilitate the summer 

learning experiences. Principals and school district science coordinators will attend part of the 

training to become acculturated with the science teaching and inquiry process. During the 

academic year, the teachers will implement inquiry-based science in their classrooms and meet to 

share and analyze samples of student work. They will attend the Virginia Association of Science 

Teachers (VAST) annual conference to learn about science teaching, learning, and resources on a 

statewide basis and meet with VISTA teachers for further professional development.  

This program features another innovation that supports college access and success 

(Priority 6). Parents of high-needs children are invited to attend the last day of camp at a 

university campus, where they spend the morning with college counselors learning about student 

preparedness, the college admission process, and financial aid. After they eat lunch with their 

children in a dining hall, the parents hear their children present solutions to the science problems 



they have been investigating and help celebrate their success. This positive introduction to 

college starts the process of preparing children for college and meaningful careers.  

Elementary Science Institute Timeline 

Elementary institute Summer Academic year 

Grade 4-6 teachers of science 4 week institute 3 follow-up sessions  

Present VAST conference 

Classroom Coaches - 3 visits 

Principals 1 day during institute Newsletters 

Science Coordinators 2 days during institute Attend VSELA conference 

Coaches – retired science teachers 5 days during institute 2 days coach training meetings 

 

Secondary School Teacher Professional Development 

In the middle and high school program, uncertified teachers receive, for two years, four 

forms of support: coaches, basic science methods courses (three graduate credits), advanced 

science methods courses (three graduate credits), and a website to provide resources during and 

after the program to meet the needs of diverse learners and for using technology in teaching.   

The basic science methods course starts with one week of planning before the school year 

begins and then has seven follow-up sessions during the fall semester where the teachers analyze 

samples of their students work. The course builds fundamental knowledge of (1) standards-based 

curriculum design, (2) research-based teaching strategies, (3) inquiry-based lessons for students 

to investigate science, (4) assessing student understanding of science, and (5) classroom 

management strategies. The teachers create an annual instructional plan, teach an inquiry-based 

lesson they would teach the first week of school, and plan a ready-to-teach four-week unit with 

all support materials. During the fall semester, the teachers observed videotapes of themselves 

teaching and students’ learning. Further, they conducted research on student learning. 

Research indicates that a second science methods course is needed to provide teachers the 

time needed to develop in-depth knowledge of effective science instruction (Abd-El-Khalick, 



Bell, & Lederman, 1998; Lumpe, Haney, Czerniak, 2000; Roehrig & Luft, 2006). The second 

course builds on the fundamentals of curriculum design and teaching from the first science 

methods course. The course focuses on (1) using technology for students to investigate science 

and (2) adapting inquiry-based lessons to the special needs of students.  

The in-class coaches are retired science teachers, who help the new teachers plan, teach, 

and problem-solve. The courses enable teachers to develop professional knowledge about 

effective teaching and learning. To provide a broader perspective of teaching and learning, these 

teachers will attend in Year 1 and present in Year 2 at the annual state science teachers’ 

conference. Based on previous research, we predict this support will improve science instruction 

and student performance on the Virginia Science Standards of Learning tests.  

 The school districts involved in the pilot study for the middle and high school program 

have 54% of the English Language Learners in the entire state enrolled in their schools (Priority 

7). In the pilot, 71% of the new teachers served in high-needs schools, thus addressing a largely 

unmet need. We expect to be able to help other school districts serve their neediest students.   

Secondary Science Methods Courses Timeline 

Secondary science 

methods courses 

Summer 1 Academic year 1 Summer 2 Academic year 2 

Provisionally 

certified middle and 

high school science 

teachers 

basic science 

methods 

course 

1 week 

7 follow-up 

sessions  

basic science 

methods course 

(if not hired 

before school 

starts the first 

year) - 1 week 

with 7 follow-up 

sessions in fall 

advanced science 

methods course 

attend VAST 

conference 

present at VAST 

conference 

Classroom 

Coaches 

12 visits 

Classroom 

Coaches 

3 visits 

Coaches – retired 

science teachers 

1day during 

course 

4 coach training 

meetings 

1day during 

course 

4 coach training 

meetings 

Science 

Coordinators 

1day during 

course 

Attend VSELA 

conference 

1day during 

course 

Present VSELA 

conference 

 

State Level Infrastructure 



 This program enhances knowledge and builds a community of practice focused on 

continuous improvement. This program gives teachers the resources to support student success 

and moves toward comparability in resources between high- and low-poverty schools. 

Infrastructure Participants, Training, Teacher Support, and Networking 

Infrastructure 

Building 

Professional 

Development 

Elementary 

Institutes  

Secondary Courses  VSELA 

School Division 

Science 

Coordinators 

New Science 

Coordinators 

1 week 

2 days participation if 

teachers from school 

district attending 

1 day participation if 

teachers from school 

district attending 

2 days 

Science Education 

University Faculty 

Science 

Education 

Faculty 

1 week 

Co-instructors for 

institutes 

Co-instructors for 

courses 

2 days 

University Science 

Faculty 

 Co-instructors for 

institutes 

Science advisors  

  

School District Science Coordinators: All school districts have a designated science 

coordinator. The Virginia Science Education Leadership Association (VSELA) consists of 

science coordinators, department heads, specialists, lead teachers, professional employees of 

state, regional or governmental science education resource facilities, and faculty members in 

Virginia institutions of higher learning.  Many new members are district leaders with a Master of 

Education in Administration and Supervision but no focused preparation as a district-level 

science leader, or science is not their primary job responsibility.  VISTA will provide a five-day 

New Science Leader Academy aimed at: (1) honing science leadership skills, (2) developing a 

district-level, inquiry-based science strategic plan, (3) creating standards-based curricula, (4) 

developing effective teachers and leadership capacity through science communities of practice, 

(5) using data to make program decisions and improve student achievement..  

          A team of district-level science leaders, university science educators, and other science 

education experts will plan and deliver the institute instruction.  VISTA would provide an extra 



day to the one-day VSELA Fall meeting to focus on professional growth activities for the entire 

membership, including new and veteran science education leaders.  

Science Education College Faculty: In almost all of Virginia’s universities and colleges, the 

science education faculty consists of a single person, so networking is crucial to them. VISTA 

will provide a five-day Science Education Faculty Academy aimed at: (1) learning about new 

research, (2) sharing effective teaching strategies, (3) problem-solving, and (4) networking.  

University Science Faculty: Selected science faculty will co-teach with science education 

faculty members and specialists in math, limited English proficiency, and special education. The 

university faculty will learn about the challenges that elementary teachers face while contributing 

to the elementary teachers’ knowledge of science and understanding of what a scientist does.  

College Access and Success 

This program supports college access and readiness (Priority 6) in several ways: (1) As 

students understand science and technical careers, they understand what skills and knowledge are 

needed to prepare for college and careers. The elementary teachers will work with practicing 

scientists, thus becoming more aware of science careers and the necessary preparation. (2) 

Advising is provided for all parents of children from high needs schools who attend the summer 

camps. (3) Having secondary science teachers who are certified and effective at teaching science 

will prepare students for science careers and college through greater understanding of science.  

Disabilities and Limited English Proficiency 

 VISTA will address the unique learning needs of students with disabilities or with limited 

English proficiency (Priority 7). One Co-PI is a LEP specialist for science, and a support team 

faculty member is a special educator. They will help embed meeting the needs of LEP and 



special education students in all professional development. In addition, the second science 

methods course for secondary teachers will focus on disabilities and LEP for half the course.  

Rural and Distance Learning Support 

To address the needs of rural LEAs (Priority 8), Virginia Tech will serve as the rural 

coordinator for VISTA. A blended approach of “face to face” and synchronous distance learning 

will be used. The VT representative will meet technological needs so rural elementary and 

secondary teachers can engage in meaningful follow-up through the lead professional 

development sites.  The rural coordinator will provide training and assistance setting up the 

equipment at home or school. The VT representative will also identify elementary and 

provisionally qualified secondary science teachers and partner them with qualified coaches.   

The technology hub will be located at Mason, but will establish STEM satellite sites at 

VCU and WM so their courses/initiatives can be broadcast from each site.  VISTA technology 

leadership will be provided by the Mason distance learning team.  

Consistent with Research 

 VISTA is an extension of and consistent with the research described in the next section.  

B.  Strength of Research and Significant Effects 

VISTA will attempt to replicate and expand two programs whose efficacy in improving 

both teacher quality and student learning have been documented. Much of the research was done 

by the PI and one co-PI, who were acknowledged by the US Department of Education (2010) as 

one of four national research programs that met its rigorous research criteria in 2007-2008.  

The CREST Science Camp forms the foundation for the elementary institute. For 13 

years, preservice  and inservice elementary teachers plan and implement a problem-based 

learning summer enrichment camp for children in grades 4-6. The award-winning camp has been 



shown to significantly improve the science achievement of the teachers’ students. VISTA will 

replicate the camp in other locations as part of the elementary institute for teachers and expand 

on the scaffolding needed to help students investigate science like a scientist.  

The New Science Teachers’ Support Network is a six-year program in which science 

teaching coursework and retired master science teachers mentor uncertified middle and high 

school science teachers for two years in meeting the needs of diverse learners.  Through a study 

funded for $932,269 by the National Science Foundation, NSTSN has been shown to improve 

significantly student achievement and teachers’ growth in numerous INTASC standards areas. 

VISTA will formalize the coach/mentor training so that it is more consistent and replicable.  

Prior research 

New Science Teachers’ Support Network (National Science Foundation; 2003-2010) 

Target population: Uncertified secondary science teachers (N=59) in three school districts and 

35 schools; 10,367 students; VA Science SOL scores for 5,839 students. 

Strategy: Provide two years of support to uncertified teachers, including methods instruction, in-

class support by a retired master science teacher, peer mentoring, website support in meeting the 

needs of diverse learners, and science content support by university science faculty. 

Design and results: Quasi-experimental with randomly assigned treatment and controls, mixed 

methods (T= six years). 

 Average pass rate on VA Science SOLs for students of treatment teachers was 8% greater 

than control and advanced proficiency pass rate was 5% greater. Treatment teachers’ students 

got better course grades. Controlling for GPA, socio-economic status, gender, ethnicity, 

disability, ELL, treatment teachers’ students were 1.225 times more likely to pass SOL tests. 



 Students in the classes of treatment teachers performed significantly better on Science SOLs 

than students enrolled in the classes of control teachers who did not receive support (MT = 

37.50, SDT = 8.26, MC = 35.80, SDC = 8.53, t(5837) = 7.61, p = .001). 

 Treatment teachers’ skills improved significantly in INTASC standards areas of instructional 

skills, classroom management, and planning, according to coach ratings. 

 Policy recommendations based on findings: Sterling, D. R., & Frazier, W. M. (2010, March) 

Annual International Conference of the National Association for Research in Science 

Teaching, Philadelphia; Frazier, W. M., & Sterling, D. R. (2009). The Science Teacher, 

76(5), 34-39; Sterling, D. R., & Frazier, W. M. (2010), Principal Leadership, 10(8), 48-52.  

Science Explorers (MSP, Virginia Department of Education; 2007-2008.  

Target population: Elementary teachers (N=28) in two schools targeted by the school district as 

in need of remediation; elementary students (N=730) 

Strategy: Provide science content and pedagogical support through summer professional 

development, in-class support and after school and weekend professional development during the 

academic year in inquiry-based science instruction, including science content support, problem-

based learning, experimental design, and action research on students’ learning. 

Design and results: Quasi-experimental with treatment and matched controls, mixed methods 

(T= 1.5 years) 

 Students of the treatment teachers made significantly higher gains on teacher-developed 

content tests as compared with students of matched teachers.  

 Received an award in 2009 from the participating school district for outstanding service and 

extraordinary commitment to all students of the school division. 



 Named by U.S. Department of Education as "one of the four final projects whose evaluations 

passed the rigorous guidelines set forth in the Criteria for Classifying Designs of MSP 

Evaluations" (p.54) in MSP’s Summary of Performance Period 2007 Annual Reports (2010). 

Science Problem-Based Learning Camp with High Needs Students  

Target population: Elementary teachers (N=6) from one school district and preservice teachers 

(N=21); elementary students who had recently completed sixth grade (N=60) 

Strategy: Students participated in a problem-based learning enrichment camp that was planned 

and implemented as part of preservice and inservice teachers’ training in how to teach inquiry-

based science via a problem-based learning approach. 

Design and Results: Mixed methods (T=1 summer) 

 Student scores (N=50) increased significantly by 9% from pre- to post-test, t (49) = 3.54, p = 

.001 with an effect size of .56 indicative of a medium effect on students’ content knowledge.  

 Inservice teachers enhanced their ability to articulate what problem-based learning was, what 

it looked like in the classroom, and how to implement it.  

 On average, teachers ranked the experience as a 4.5 on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). 

 Research publication with high needs children, Sterling, D. R., Matkins, J. J., Frazier, W. M., 

& Logerwell, M. G. (2007). Science camp as a transformative experience for students, 

parents, and teachers in the urban setting. School Science and Mathematics, 107(4), 134-148. 

Science Problem-Based Learning Camp  

Target population: Elementary students recently completed grades 4-6 (N=116) 

Strategy: Students participated in one of three different problem-based learning camps planned 

and implemented for teacher professional development in how to teach inquiry-based science. 

Design and results: Mixed methods (T=3 summers) 



 Statistically significant content gains as large as 9% and an associated effect size of .69, 

indicating larger-than-medium effect of the teacher participants’ summer (problem-based 

learning) curriculum on students’ content knowledge and skills.  

 Research published in Frazier, W. M., & Sterling, D. R. (2008a). Problem-based learning for 

science understanding. Academic Exchange Quarterly, 12(2), 111-115. 

Science Problem-Based Learning Camp Dissertation  

Target population: Preservice teachers in three different pedagogical training settings offered at 

one university, where only one group used camp as the field experience (N=60) 

Strategy: Students participated in a problem-based learning enrichment camp planned and 

implemented as part of one set of teachers’ training in how to teach science via a problem-based 

learning; two control groups got pedagogical instruction but not camp planning and teaching. 

Design and results: Quasi-experimental with one treatment group of preservice teachers and two 

comparison groups (T=1.5 years) 

 Teachers exposed to the camp experience showed significant growth in their science content 

knowledge and were significantly more confident to teach science than a control group.  

 Qualitatively, teachers exposed to the camp had significantly greater understanding of the 

nature of science compared with the other two groups. 

 Unpublished dissertation was nominated for an American Educational Research Association 

(AERA) Division K Outstanding Doctoral Dissertation Award. 

 Logerwell, M.G. (2009). The effects of a summer science camp teaching experience on 

preservice elementary teachers’ science teaching efficacy, science content knowledge, and 

understanding of the nature of science. Unpublished dissertation (UMI No. 3367054). 

Importance 



 Improving teacher effectiveness is an intermediate but very important variable strongly 

correlated with improving student outcomes. The program also calls for developing a state 

infrastructure to support effective science teaching and learning. Prior research, including the 

New Science Teachers’ Support Network and Science Explorers, provides evidence that a 

partnership with a school district and university improves science teaching and student learning. 

Magnitude of Effect 

 Virginia is the 12
th

 largest (pop. 7.77 million) and eighth-most diverse state in the country 

(67% White, 20% Black, 7% Hispanic, 5% Asian, and 2% Other).  VISTA will affect hundreds 

of high-needs students in the science enrichment camps, tens of thousands of students whose 

classroom teachers receive professional development, and 760,000 students in the districts whose 

school district science coordinators and other administrators will receive professional 

development. In addition, VISTA can anticipate cumulative gains in student achievement in the 

affected schools and school districts as the infrastructure improves science teaching at all levels.  

C.  Experience of the Eligible Applicant   

The lead applicant is George Mason University, a major research university in Northern 

Virginia, minutes from Washington DC.  Since it was founded in 1972, Mason has earned a 

reputation as an innovative, entrepreneurial institution as demonstrated by its selection in the 

2009 U.S. News and World Report rankings as the “top up and coming school in America.”   

Mason has more than 32,000 students in nearly 170 degree programs at undergraduate, 

masters, doctoral, and professional levels.  The university has substantial experience with 

complex projects and each year manages more than 800 sponsored projects funded for more than 

$100 million.  The university has more than 75 research institutes and centers. Mason has 



everything necessary to conduct large-scale projects and is in full compliance with the Education 

Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR). 

The Virginia Initiative for Science Teaching and Achievement (VISTA) will be 

hosted at George Mason by the Center for Restructuring Education in Science and Technology 

(CREST) in the College of Education and Human Development (CEHD) and in collaboration 

with the science and engineering departments.  

The CEHD Graduate School of Education’s (GSE) degree, licensure, and certificate 

programs focus on teacher and counselor preparation, advanced studies for teachers and school 

leaders, instructional technology, and research training. Mason trains more than a quarter of the 

educators in Northern Virginia and is the second-highest annual producer of new teachers and 

school administrators for Virginia. Of special note, CEHD houses the Helen A. Kellar Institute 

for Human disAbilities (KIHd), with more than 85 special education collaborations and/or 

partnerships, to serve PreK-12 school needs across Virginia, plus major collaborations with six 

other state universities. Over the past ten years, KIHd’s technology-enhanced distance education 

infrastructure has spawned increasing collaboration. KIHd has three eLearning classrooms and 

two eLearning conference rooms, and a virtual conference center. 

The Principal Investigator, Donna R. Sterling, is the director of the Center for 

Restructuring Education in Science and Technology. She and colleagues have published 

extensively about interventions that have produced statistically significant gains in student 

achievement, plus teacher knowledge, satisfaction, and retention, as documented in Section B.   

Center for Restructuring Education in Science and Technology 

CREST focuses on providing quality science, mathematics, and technology education 

from early childhood through adulthood. Among grant-funded programs are: 

http://cehd.gmu.edu/crest/
http://www.kihd.gmu.edu/
http://www.kihd.gmu.edu/


1. GK-12 SUNRISE (NSF DGE-0638680), funded for $3 million from 2007-2012.  SUNRISE 

is a graduate student and K-6 project in which science, technology, engineering, and 

mathematics graduate students work with teachers in high needs schools from three school 

districts to implement Information Technology (IT)-rich STEM content-knowledge into 

grades 4-6 education. Research indicates significant gains among graduate fellows in 

communications skills and self-reported gains among elementary school teachers.  

2. New Science Teachers' Support Network (NSF DUE-0302050) is funded for $932,269 from 

2003-2010. NSTSN, an award winning program, creates an integrated support system for 

provisionally licensed middle and high school science teachers and researches what affects 

the success and retention of these teachers. Selected results are detailed in Section B.  

3. CREST Science Camp is a 13-year-old university day camp that offers exciting science 

exploration for students entering grades 5-7 and teaching experience for Mason pre-service 

elementary education teachers since 1997. Significant results are detailed in Section B.  

4. Project Alliance (NSF ESI-9355753), funded for $1.3 million, with $793,847 for GMU from 

1994-1998, was a multi-state, school, university, and community partnership conducted by 

the American Association for the Advancement of Science and Mason for interdisciplinary 

teams to design and pilot standards-based environmental science units. More than 20 

presentations included: AERA, NARST, NSTA, AAAS, NMSA. Publications included: 

Sterling, Olkin, Calinger, Howe, & Bell. (1999); Sterling & Olkin (1997); and Pabst (1994).  

5. Carnegie Academy for Science Education (NSF ESI-9353462, 1994-1999, subcontract for 

$225,308 for external evaluation) was a teacher enhancement program conducted by the 

Carnegie Institute of Washington for 445 preK-6 teachers in 63 DC Public Schools. As 

external evaluator, Dr. Sterling completed yearly reports and final summative report.  



6. Alliance for Minority Participation research (NSF HRD-9729401) was funded for $44,393 

for 1997-1999. The research identified barriers and facilitators for African American STEM 

majors in six states. Dr. Sterling was PI with doctoral student A.L. Hall (Ph.D. 1999).  

D.  Quality of the Project Evaluation 

SRI International’s Center for Education Policy will conduct the external evaluation of 

VISTA. With key staff based in Menlo Park, California and Arlington, VA, SRI has extensive 

expertise in the design of complex evaluations, including innovative approaches to survey 

administration, case studies, rigorous analysis of instructional strategies for science, technology, 

and mathematics education, and rigorous studies examining learning outcomes.  

Evaluation Purposes 

VISTA evaluation objectives: (1) assess the planning, resource allocation, and 

collaboration between the higher education partners and Virginia Department of Education in 

support of  VISTA; (2) document the implementation of VISTA’s elementary and secondary 

school teacher professional development components and provide formative feedback to the 

partners to support accomplishment of objectives; (3) track and assess the extent to which the 

project interventions promote positive outcomes for teachers and students; (4) examine the long-

term sustainability and institutionalization of VISTA in Virginia. The evaluation design will 

collect and analyze data on implementation and on the impact of VISTA on science teaching and 

student achievement in science.  

Evaluation Research Questions 

The evaluation questions guide VISTA’s implementation (1-5) and outcomes (6-10): 

 (1) What are the characteristics of the elementary and secondary teacher professional 

development interventions enacted in the schools and districts where VISTA is being 



implemented? (2) How do the collaborating universities and school districts work together to 

support the development of a strong partnership to implement VISTA? (3) To what extent have 

participating schools and districts promoted the conditions in which change can occur in 

elementary and secondary school science instruction? (4) What are the broader contextual factors 

and school system supports that enhance or hinder implementation of the interventions? (5) What 

is the evidence that VISTA can be successfully sustained and transferred to other school districts 

in Virginia? (6)  What is the impact of VISTA on elementary teachers’ use of inquiry-based 

instructional practices? (7) How do the interventions support the building of communities of 

practice in the school districts that participate? (8) What is the impact of VISTA on secondary 

teachers’ use of inquiry-based laboratory activities? (9) What is the impact of VISTA on three-

year credential rates for provisionally certified science teachers? (10) What is the impact of 

VISTA on students’ achievement on science SOLs?  

Elementary Grades Design 

The impact analysis will use an experimental design. Random assignment will be 

conducted at the school level. Every year, one-third of the schools recruited will be assigned to a 

control group. The following year, “control” schools will progress into “treatment” status. Such 

“delayed start” randomized trials can facilitate recruitment because “control” schools know that 

they will eventually receive the desired treatment. We recognize, however, that some individual 

teachers in both treatment and control schools will participate in non-VISTA professional 

development. Using the spring teacher survey, we will gather data on participation in non-

VISTA professional development and include these data in our analysis. This design should yield 

420 treatment teachers (pooled across grades and years) and 210 control teachers for 

implementation and teacher outcomes analyses. Because no SOL state exam is given in grades 4 



or 6 for science, we will develop an assessment for those grades. The student outcomes analysis 

would include grades 4 through 6. 

Secondary Grades Design 

The design for secondary grades is a more basic randomized trial. Random assignment 

will be done at the teacher level because there is no school-wide component to the secondary 

program, and randomly assigning teachers provides stronger statistical power than randomly 

assigning schools. Cohorts 2 and 3 will follow a similar timeline. This design should yield 300 

treatment teachers (pooled across grades and years) and 150 control teachers. SOL state exams 

are given in 8
th

 grade, earth science, biology, and chemistry. Although no SOL exam is given in 

7
th

 grade for science or in high school physics, we will develop an assessment for this grade and 

course.  The student outcomes analysis would include grades 7 through 12. 

Data Collection and Measures 

Interviews. Case studies in the participating school districts will include interviews with coaches, 

teachers, and school district leaders about perceived effects of VISTA on instruction. A random 

sample of treatment and control teachers will be interviewed every year for five years. 

Summer Workshop Teacher Survey. The survey of all treatment teachers will be conducted 

annually to inform refinements and improvements to the summer workshop program or to the 

science methods courses delivered at each university site.  

Annual Spring Teacher Survey. The annual spring survey will document the professional 

supports teachers receive and garner teacher reports on practices. This survey will be 

administered to all teachers in treatment and control groups and will include descriptive 

questions that will tap attendance and content of professional supports received, including but 

not limited to VISTA; perceived quality; and relevance of those supports.  



Observations. SRI will collaborate with researchers from the Curry School at the University of 

Virginia (UVA) to conduct observations of all elementary teachers and secondary teachers in 

both treatment and control groups annually. Data will be collected via the Collaboratives for 

Excellence in Teacher Preparation classroom observation protocol, including key aspects of the 

Horizon Research Observational Protocol developed the National Science Foundation Local 

Systemic Change program (Banilower, Boyd, Pasley, & Weiss, 2006). Each year, we will train 

observers from SRI and UVA and test for inter-rater reliability before they go into the field. 

Standards of Learning (SOL) Tests. We will obtain student SOL scores linked to teachers from 

the Virginia Department of Education. SOL science exams are administered in only some of the 

courses that participating teachers are likely to teach (grades 5 and 8, earth science, biology, and 

chemistry), so analyses of VISTA impact on SOL student outcomes will be limited to these 

teachers. We assume this is approximately a third of study participants teaching in elementary 

schools and four-fifths of study participants in secondary schools. For grades 4, 6, 7, where no 

science SOLs are given, as well as for physics, appropriate assessments will be developed. 

Covariate analyses will use science assessment scores or prior achievement in other subjects, as 

English and math scores serve as a proxy for general prior academic achievement.  

Data Analysis: Implementation Study 

The analysis of interview data from teachers will examine system supports as well as the 

extent to which new instructional practices in science are being enacted. The Summer Workshop 

Teacher Survey will be analyzed to see how teachers perceive the most intensive portion of the 

VISTA intervention. Annual Spring Surveys will be used in the implementation study to 

examine whether VISTA treatment teachers receive more professional supports than teachers in 

the control group and whether there are perceived differences in the quality of the supports. 



Data Analysis: Outcomes study 

Elementary and secondary level analyses will rely on teacher surveys and classroom 

observations and prior year test scores (in available subjects) to examine whether treatment and 

comparison groups are equivalent at baseline. We will also use of hierarchical linear modeling 

for student outcomes analyses to account for nesting of students within teachers. 

Teacher Outcomes Impact Analysis. To estimate the effect of VISTA on teacher outcomes, we 

will use regression models with a variable indicating assignment to participate in VISTA and 

covariates to indicate teachers’ practice at baseline as well as other measures of teacher 

characteristics (e.g., years of teaching experience, PRAXIS II scores). Outcome measures will be 

derived from teachers’ reports of practice on the annual spring survey (e.g., frequency of inquiry-

oriented assignments) and teacher observations (e.g. the form of instruction, student grouping, 

percentage of students engaged in the lesson, and the cognitive activity in instruction). Data will 

be pooled across years to generate sufficient statistical power for analyses, and variables 

indicating cohort and year will be added to the model to distinguish their respective effects. With 

treatment status modeled at the teacher level, the minimum detectable effect size (MDES) for 

elementary analyses (with 420 treatment and 210 control teachers) is estimated to be .24, 

sufficient power to detect a moderate effect. The MDES for the secondary analyses (with 300 

treatment teacher and 150 control teachers) is .28, sufficient power to detect a modest effect. 

Student Outcomes Impact Analysis. We will conduct student achievement analyses for tested 

grades. Analyses will be conducted using hierarchical linear modeling, where students are nested 

within teachers within schools
1
. In these analyses, the outcome variable will be standardized 

scores on science SOLs. Standardization is necessary because the SOLs are not vertically 

                                                 
1
 Given the small likelihood that more than two 5

th
 grade teachers will participate from any given school, we may 

not include a school level for the elementary student achievement analysis. 



equated, and scale scores are not comparable across grades or subjects. We will be able to make 

inferences about the difference in achievement between students of treatment teachers relative to 

students of control teachers. We will also look at students with disabilities, LEP, and rural 

students. We will use students’ prior year test data in science, English or mathematics 

(whichever is available) to adjust for differences in initial student performance, thus improving 

statistical power. Assuming that teachers are divided equally across grade level, we will have an 

MDES of .15 for the elementary analysis and an MDES of .10 for the secondary analysis.  

Coordinating with Program Evaluations. Because the U.S. Department’s Institute of Education 

Sciences (IES) will be involved in evaluating the i3 program, SRI will coordinate its VISTA 

evaluation efforts with the i3 program evaluation. SRI will use the Department’s guidelines and 

technical assistance to maintain consistency. SRI will add to the existing knowledge on the 

efficacy of VISTA and the broader educational innovations being studied under the i3 program. 

Reporting 

Quarterly analysis memoranda and annual reports will synthesize findings from the data 

analysis. Initial reports will focus on identifying trends and patterns of implementation across the 

participating schools and institutions, implementation challenges, levels of participation, and the 

extent to which VISTA educators are being supported. Later reports will examine the cumulative 

evidence of VISTA’s impact on student and educator outcomes. The SRI team will collaborate 

with the VISTA leaders to disseminate lessons learned to regional and state stakeholders. 

An internal research team will also conduct a rigorous, well-designed experimental study 

with quality implementation data and performance feedback to permit periodic assessment of 

progress and data about the key elements and approach to facilitate replication. The PI and Co-



PIs will use a continuous improvement model and supervise doctoral candidates assisting on this 

program. VISTA may offer additional opportunities for dissertation research. 

E.  Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

 
Number of Students 

 This program will affect students on three different levels: student enrichment, student 

impact, and student instruction. By affecting the teachers and school district science 

coordinators, the program will ultimately affect 61% (760,949) of K-12 students in Virginia.   

 Student enrichment. As part of the teacher professional development during the summer, 

648 high-needs elementary students will take part in the student enrichment camp. High-

needs students will be the first to benefit from this science enrichment. 

 Student impact: During the academic year, 83,700 students of teachers who received 

professional development will benefit directly. Previous research has indicated that this 

group of students will perform significantly better on SOL science tests. In addition, teacher 

gains in content knowledge and pedagogy, as well as the greater likelihood they will stay in 

the classroom, stand to directly benefit a generation of their future students.  

 Student instruction. The project creates a strong community of practice for school district 

science coordinators, who receive professional development in research-based effective 

science teaching and overcoming challenges in school districts to implement this kind of 

teaching. These science coordinators will work with all science teachers in their school 

districts, champion effective science teachings, and provide and support professional 

development and the change process. This will have an impact on 760,949 students.  

Capacity  



 The universities involved are all fully accredited colleges and education programs. The 

faculty will also co-plan and co-teach at other professional development sites to help maintain 

fidelity of program delivery at each site. Smaller colleges will be invited to teacher professional 

development programs and to co-teach during summer so that they are not working in isolation.    

Replication 

 The innovative science camp at Mason for 13 years forms the foundation and experience 

to launch the elementary institute of VISTA (CREST, 2010). This program was so successful 

that the entire elementary faculty in the pre-service teacher education program scheduled science 

education courses during the summer. Multiple faculty have implemented the program, including 

the PI and Co-PI at Mason and the Co-PI at WM, who previously worked at Mason.  

The secondary program is a replicable model that has proved successful for increasing 

student learning on state standardized science tests for more than 10,000 middle and high school 

students in 35 schools in three school districts over four years (Sterling & Frazier, 2010).  

Cost Per Student 

  Per student  Per 100,000  Per 250,000  Per 500,000 

Enrichment $650/student  NA   NA   NA 

Impact:   $405/student,   $40,500,000  $101,250,000  $202,500,000 

Instruction:     $45/student    $4,500,000    $11,250,000    $22,500,000   

Dissemination 

1.  Website. A VISTA website will be created for recruitment, registration, teacher and student 

resources, examples of teacher products, and dissemination of information and research. 

Research data will be collected in a controlled access area. 



 2.  Newsletter. A newsletter will be sent twice a year to all participating teachers and principals, 

as well as all 133 science coordinators and 133 superintendants in Virginia.  

3.  National Research Presentations. Institute leaders and doctoral students will present 

sessions on VISTA, effective science teaching and learning, and research findings at annual 

conferences including National Association for Research in Science Teaching (NARST), 

Association for Science Teacher Education (ASTE), National Science Teachers Association 

(NSTA), and American Education Research Association (AERA).  

4. Teacher Presentations. Teachers will present sessions on effective science teaching and 

learning at the annual state teacher (VAST) and leadership (VSELA) conferences.  

5. Publications. The researchers and leadership team will publish research findings and 

examples of student activities in national peer-reviewed journals such as Journal of Research 

in Science Teaching, Science Education, Journal of Science Teacher Education, Science & 

Children, Science Scope, and The Science Teacher. In addition, we will disseminate program 

findings by sponsoring an entire issue of the Virginia Journal of Mathematics and Science.  

6. Policy.  The Virginia Mathematics and Science Coalition (VMSC) will assist with policy 

implications and institutionalization of the findings. The VMSC includes business leaders, 

government officials, and educators at all levels. The coalition meets three times a year to 

further K-12 science and math education policy in Virginia. The PI, one Co-PI, and two 

members of the support team are in the coalition and are planning this program with VMSC. 

7. Public.  University Relations will produce public forums designed to attract media coverage; 

briefings with national education writers for mainstream and trade press; panel discussions 

for regulators and elected officials; and report distribution to the education leadership. Video 



footage will be edited into several multipurpose vehicles, including short video clips for web 

sites, longer video for presentations, and TV programs for the research channel or public TV. 

F.  Sustainability  

Resources and Support of Stakeholders 

VISTA has the support of 47 LEAs, Virginia Department of Education, Virginia Science 

Education Leadership Association (VSELA), Virginia Association of Science Teachers (VAST), 

and Virginia Mathematics and Science Coalition (VMSC) as indicated by the attached support 

letters. These organizations have helped plan VISTA and will be involved in its implementation.  

Mason, VCU, and WM have the science and technology lab resources to conduct the 

professional development institutes and coursework, plus the fiscal management support 

structure. UVA has leading researchers in science education and statistics. VT is in rural Virginia 

and has the expertise to unify and support rural teachers. JMU has science faculty interested in 

K-12 science teaching who can provide STEM leadership along with the other universities.   

Required matching funds for this program are assured. The not-for-profit George 

Mason Intellectual Properties has pledged the match if other funds have not been raised. Mason 

is asking a number of private entities for the cash match and has also applied for private 

foundation match support using the Wallace Foundation portal for applicants to the i3
 
program.   

Benefits to Ongoing Work 

VISTA has built on previous research findings on teacher professional development and 

increased student achievement, and the next program will build on the enhanced infrastructure in 

science education in Virginia from VISTA. The camp part of the elementary model has been 

self-sustaining at Mason for 13 years, and therefore should be self-sustaining when replicated, 

especially with the cross training of faculty and staff and the support scaffolding. With the 



professional development of school district science coordinators and college science educators, 

elements of this program, if not the whole program, can be replicated in new locations.  

G.  Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel  

Management Plan and Timeline 

Donna R. Sterling (PI) at George Mason will oversee all professional development, research, 

fiscal management, cite coordination, and interface with the U.S. Department of Education.  

Leadership Team. The leadership team is the PI and the three Co-PIs who are the site 

coordinators. They will have monthly conference calls to plan and review progress in meeting 

project milestones and utilize evaluation feedback to modify project activities. Parallel institutes 

and courses for teachers will be conducted at Mason, VCU, and WM. The team will oversee 

cross instructor training to increase fidelity of implementation. Mason will lead science 

education faculty academies with guidance from the leadership team. 

Support Team. There are three support teams: technology/special education, rural, and 

science coordinators. During the first year, these team members will join part of the monthly 

leadership meetings for planning and implementation of the support systems and training.   

STEM Team. The six-member STEM team (biology, chemistry, physics, earth science, 

math, engineering) will meet quarterly to oversee teaching of STEM content and selection of 

science topics for the elementary institutes based on student test scores and teacher needs 

assessments. 

Evaluation Team. SRI, as an independent evaluator, will plan and conduct on-going 

evaluation in collaboration with the VISTA research coordinator at UVA. They will meet 

quarterly with the leadership team to share analysis memoranda and reports to inform and guide 

future plans. 



Advisory Board. The advisory board meets annually and as subcommittees as needed 

throughout the VISTA program to provide advice, guidance, and problem solve challenges.  

Year 1 Timeline for Planning and Conducting Professional Development and Evaluation 

Year 1 Fall Spring Summer 

Professional 

Development 

 Mason 

 VCU 

 WM 

 

 Recruit instructors 

 Select elementary 

science topics 

 VSELA 

conference 

dissemination 

 VAST conference 

dissemination 

 Instructor 

planning 

 Recruit teachers 

 Recruit coaches 

 Recruit science 

coordinators 

 Set up online 

registration 

 Instructor training 

 3 elementary 

institutes 

 3 secondary basic 

courses 

 1 new science 

coordinators 

academy 

 1 science education 

faculty academy 

Research and 

Evaluation 

 SRI 

 UVA 

 Finalize 

instruments 

 Finalize research 

design 

 Set up online 

data collection 

 Train observers 

 Collect baseline data 

 Observe institutes 

and courses 

 Evaluation report 

 

Years 2-5 Timeline for Planning and Conducting Professional Development and Evaluation 

Years 2-5 Fall Spring Summer 

Professional 

Development 

 Mason 

 VCU 

 WM 

 

 Follow-up sessions 

 Recruit instructors 

 Select elementary 

science topics 

 VSELA conference 

dissemination 

 VAST conference 

dissemination 

 Coach training 

 In-class coaching 

 Follow-up 

sessions 

 Instructor 

planning 

 Recruit teachers 

 Recruit coaches 

 Recruit science 

coordinators 

 Online 

registration 

 Coach training 

 In-class coaching 

 Instructor training 

 6 elementary 

institutes 

 3 secondary basic 

courses 

 3 secondary 

advanced courses 

 1 new science 

coordinators 

academy 

 1 science education 

faculty academy 

Research and 

Evaluation 

 SRI 

 UVA 

 Online data 

collection 

 Train observers 

 Classroom 

observations 

 Online data 

collection 

 Train observers 

 Classroom 

observations 

 Student testing 

 Evaluation report 

 Collect new 

participant data 

 Observe institutes 

and courses 

 Collect student test 

scores  

 



Leadership Team 

Donna R. Sterling (PI) is a Professor of Science Education and Director of the Center 

for Restructuring Education in Science and Technology (CREST) at George Mason University. 

Recognized for her award-winning work in improving the teaching of science and technology in 

elementary and secondary schools, Dr. Sterling has been PI on over 25 grants for STEM teacher 

professional development and research. She will provide the overall leadership for VISTA,  

including communication of the vision for effective science teaching and learning needed to 

increase student performance, coordination with the professional development programs for 

teachers and science leaders, and improving the quality of the program through research.  

Jacqueline T. McDonnough (Co-PI) is an Associate Professor of Science Education and 

Director of the Center for Life Sciences Education at Virginia Commonwealth University. Dr. 

McDonnough is the PI of a National Science Foundation Robert Noyce Scholarship grant and 

has an impressive record of research in the areas of preparing secondary science teachers for 

service in high need schools and best practices for teaching science to English Language 

Learners (ELL). She will lead the VCU regional component and provide expertise in adapting 

science instruction for limited English proficiency to the statewide partners.  

Juanita Jo Matkins (Co-PI) is an Associate Professor of Science Education at the 

College of William & Mary,  2010 President of the Virginia Association of Science Teachers, 

and a Presidential Awardee for Excellence in Secondary Science Teaching. She has been PI or 

Co-PI on 11 grants for STEM student and teacher preparation and served in leadership capacities 

on ten other grants focused on STEM teacher preparation; to date she has been directly involved 

with grants totaling over $8 million. Dr. Matkins will provide leadership for the College of 



William & Mary components of VISTA, serve as liaison with school divisions in the Tidewater 

area of Virginia, and will oversee coordination with other sites.  

Wendy M. Frazier (Co-PI) is an Assistant Professor of Science Education and 

Associate Director of CREST at George Mason University. Dr. Frazier is the PI of a U.S. State 

Department cooperative agreement for Russian and American science, technology, and math 

teachers. She has extensive research at the elementary and secondary levels in diverse, urban 

school districts. She will lead the Northern Virginia regional component and will provide 

implementation expertise to the statewide partners specific to at-risk schools, the use of problem-

based learning summer enrichment experiences to support elementary teachers' development, 

and Communities of Practice to support provisionally-licensed and unlicensed science teachers.  

Support Team 

Michael M. Behrmann is a Professor of Special Education in the Graduate School of 

Education and Director of the Helen A. Kellar Institute for Human disAbilities.  He will provide 

expertise on using this technology to conduct teacher training throughout the state.   

Amy T. Parlo, Ph.D., is the STEM K-12 Outreach Initiative Coordinator and a Clinical 

Assistant Professor of Science Education at Virginia Polytechnic and State University.  Dr. Parlo 

will serve as the rural VISTA coordinator, identifying participants throughout rural areas of 

Virginia and facilitating their involvement in the VISTA program. 

Eric Rhoades is the Supervisor of Mathematics and Science for Stafford County Public 

Schools and President of the Virginia Science Education Leadership Association (VSELA) and 

former the Science Coordinator for the Virginia Department of Education.  Mr. Rhoades will 

lead the school district science coordinator professional development portion of VISTA. 

STEM Team 



Rajesh Ganesan is an Assistant Professor of Systems Engineering and Operations 

Research at George Mason University. He will infuse engineering into STEM training. 

Harold A. Geller is a Visiting Assistant Professor at George Mason University in the 

Department of Physics and Astronomy.  He will serve as a VISTA science advisor for the 

physical science and physics teachers.  

Paul D. Heideman is a Professor of Biology at the College of William & Mary. He will 

assist VISTA with scientific expertise and mentoring in the professional development programs 

for teachers and specifically provide advising and leadership for biology content. 

Sally S. Hunnicutt is an Associate Professor and Assistant Chair in the Virginia 

Commonwealth University Department of Chemistry.  She will be the chemistry specialist. 

Eric Pyle is an Associate Professor of Geology in the Department of Geology & 

Environmental Science and Co-Director of the Center for STEM Education and Outreach at 

James Madison University.  Dr. Pyle will serve as STEM coordinator and Earth Science advisor. 

Jennifer Suh is assistant professor of Mathematics Education and Associate Director for 

the Mathematics Education Center at George Mason University. She will support math teaching 

and professional development embedded in meaningful and interdisciplinary ways and will help 

coordinate recruiting highly qualified mathematics specialists to support teachers. 

Research and Evaluation Team 

Raymond McGhee, a senior research social scientist in SRI International’s Center for 

Education Policy, conducts research and program evaluation activities examining school 

improvement efforts K-12 schools as well as postsecondary schools. He has led national and 

state program evaluations studying teacher preparation, the use of technology, teacher 



professional development, after school programs in K12 schools and districts. Dr. McGhee will 

lead of the project evaluation, working with a multidisciplinary team of SRI researchers.  

Patrick Shields, Center for Education Policy Director at SRI International, will be the PI 

and Supervisor of the VISTA evaluation. He will ensure that the independent evaluation moves 

forward, support the development of strategies to overcome challenges, and work with the task 

leaders managing the VISTA implementation study and the impact study.  

  Randy L. Bell (Co-PI) is Associate Professor of Science Education at the University of 

Virginia’s Curry School of Education. Dr. Bell has authored more than 100 science education 

publications and has been PI or Co-PI on over a dozen externally funded projects related to 

STEM education. He will direct VISTA research efforts, including qualitative and quantitative 

assessments of student achievement and teacher knowledge and instructional practices. 

 Timothy R. Konold is an Associate Professor and Director of the Research, Statistics, 

and Evaluation at the University of Virginia. Dr. Konold has been PI, Co-PI, and evaluator on 

grants from the U.S. Department of Education, NICHD Early Child Care, Carnegie Corporation 

of New York, Ford Foundation, and Annenberg Foundation. He will provide leadership to 

VISTA for design, database management, statistical analyses, and dissemination of findings. 

Advisory Board 

In addition to the leadership team listed above, the advisory board will be: Julia Cothron, 

Director, Math Science Innovation Center; George DeBoer, AAAS, Deputy Director Project 

2061; James Duffey, Virginia Secretary of Technology; Paula Klonowski, Virginia Department 

of Education, Science Coordinator; Eric Rhoades, Stafford County Schools, School District Math 

and Science Coordinator, Elementary Teacher, Secondary Teacher, and Principal. 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The proposed project is excellent on every level. It has clearly defined goals and 
strategies, a highly qualified director and supporting personnel, and a managment 
plan that will assure the successful completion of the project. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 



 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The project is unique in that it addresses the professional development of 
uncertified and/or provisionally licensed teachers, a group that is often 
forgotten in activities related to professional development of educators. This 
uniqueness is also a strength because the state has such a great need for 
quality science teachers. This project is an investment in this category of 
teachers and is sure to be a factor in improved student learning. 
 
Another strength of this project is the strategy: Learn, Try, Implement with 
Feedback and Research. All elements complement each other and provides 
for numerous and strong opportunities  for significant learning and teaching. 
 
The project appears to cast a wide net around educators responsible for 
student learning and teacher education. To include university education and 
science faculty addresses the root of the need and is a strength of this project. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 



evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

George Mason University is ranked as the "top up and coming school in 
America", a prestigious rating that confirms a high level of confidence in 
programs and people. In addition, the University has an exemplary record of 
funded projects. It is a major research institution with 85 special education 
partnerships or collaboratives, and an established Center for Restructuring 



Education in Science and Technology. Such a record supports the numerous 
strengths of this project.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
   No weaknesses noted.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 



(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Affecting 61% of K-12 students in Virginia is significant and therefore an 
obvious strength of this project. The identified capacity of the University, 
specifically human and financial resources, and its partners ensures a large 
number of students will be served throughout the grant period and beyond.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
   No weaknesses noted.  

 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 



or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Matching funds are already assured for implementing the project during the 
grant period and beyond. VISTA is well established and has been self-
sustaining for 13 years.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 
   No weaknesses noted.  

 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

 
The team structure and an advisory board is evidence of strong leadership, 
support, and research. The project's timeline and milestones reflects an 
ambitious team effort. Key personnel, to include the director, are highly 
qualified and experienced.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
   No Weaknesses noted.  

 



Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

 

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 



Strengths 

All parts of the project substantively address this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 
   No weaknesses noted.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

All parts of the project substantively address this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 
   No weaknesses noted.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 



that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

All parts of the proposal substantively address this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 
   No weaknesses noted.  

 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

- The research cited on the proposed initiative was conducted by 
investigators who have been acknowledged by the U.S. Department of 
Education as one of only four research program that meet US DOE research 
criteria (p. e11) 
 
- The research cited on professional development for teachers of science and 
inquiry-based learning is well-organized and relevant. 
 



- The discussion of importance and magnitude is clear and compelling.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  



 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

- The applicant identifies an independent evaluator(p. e18). 
 
- The proposed evaluation explicitly assesses scalability, implementation, 
and outcomes throughout Section D. 
 
- The evaluation of student outcomes will use experimental designs (p. e20). 
 
- Qualitative and quantitative measures will be used. 
 
- Data reporting will occur quarterly to allow for performance feedback (p. 
e24).  

 
Weaknesses 

- District and university leaders, who will receive networking support, are 
not included in the evaluation.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  



 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  
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1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
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15  14  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Both the elementary and secondary professional development programs are 
supported by studies with high internal validity and moderate external, with 
the secondary program having slightly higher validity due to the use of 
random assignment in determining the treatment condition and a longer time 
span of investigation. The awards and recognition for the prior research 
supports the applicant's assertion that this research is rigorous. The 
magnitude of the effects varies according to the prior study described, but is 
of sufficient magnitude to be considered important and substantial. There 



should also be sufficient power for effects of this magnitude to be evident in 
a project with this proposed sample size.  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no prior research supporting the training and networking activities 
for the district and university leaders.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 



implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The proposed evaluation is rigorous and well designed, with the evaluators 
having thought through the appropriate level of random assignment and its 
implications. The evaluation's goal to include both implementation and 
outcome data will help to inform the program design and thus provide 
performance feedback. The use of SRI as the evaluator will ensure a rigorous 
and independent evaluation, as they are very experienced in this area. The 
proposed collaboration with the University of Virginia indicates the 
evaluators have thought through the forms of expertise they will need to do 
the observations.  

 
Weaknesses 

As funds are also being requested for professional development and training 
of district and university leaders, the evaluation should also address those 
activities.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 



the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 



 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 



(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 
Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

This project is focused upon the demonstrated need of raising the 
competency level of science teachers at two levels: 
- Elementary faculty are trained to comprehend and employ inquiry - based 
scientific teaching and learning methods. 
- At the secondary level, provide training and certification to raise the skills 
level of high school teachers.  
 
Developing teachers who can effectively teach science at the elementary and 
secondary level, this project addresses a largely un met need for high need 
students in low performing schools.  Through summer institutes and targeted 
school populations, the project reaches high risks student with unique 
learning needs.  
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted in this section.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 



increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has developed an outstanding track record relative to K-12 
teaching and learning innovations in the area of science and technology. 
CREST (the science and technology center) has spawned and supported a 
number of programs that have been incorporated within VA schools. In 
addition their research has had an impact on policies and programs 
nationally.  

 
Weaknesses 



The applicant failed to identify specific instances where their work has had a 
direct impact upon raising student achievement levels. On page e18, it was 
suggested that detailed results could be found in Section B, however, specific 
references to actual impact on student achievement, attainment or retention 
are not given.  
 

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 



resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant has the qualified staff and management infrastructure to bring 
this project to scale. The applicant's  dissemination plan was very well 
organized and insured outreach to a very broad, diverse and important 
audience.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant.



Strengths 

The applicant demonstrated that they have the personnel and financial 
resources to assure the sustainability of this project. In addition the presence 
of matching funds suggests tangible partnership commitment that includes a 
strong investment in the project's success. The applicant also demonstrated 
long standing working relationships with other universities, LEAs and state 
agencies.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted in this section.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Management plan is well designed with well qualified staff and faculty in 
key positions. In addition, the Advisory Board membership will represent the 
perspectives of stakeholders and potential project participants.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted in this section.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  



1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

The applicant addressed upper elementary grades but, the program does not 
have an early learning component.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Improving the quality of science teaching at the secondary level should have 
an impact on developing students who are better prepared to enter college.  

 
Weaknesses 



 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The summer institutes will target the unique learning needs of students with 
disabilities.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



The applicant did not address this competitive priority.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

One of the strengths of the applicant is its approach to professional 
development.  The two- tier model (elementary and secondary), Learn, Try, 
Implement with feedback and research, will provide targeted support that is 
grade level specific. This targeted approach of professional development 
eliminates the  ?one size fits all? ideology.  The applicant?s incorporation of 
the "just-in-time support? and "big picture? research into the teaching 
coursework as well as the in-class coaches is an innovative and exceptional 
approach to addressing the student achievement problem. Further, the 
applicant?s focus on shifting from factual fluency to conceptual 
understanding.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 



measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has successfully implemented complex projects that have 
produced statistically significant gains in teacher instruction and student 
achievement as indicated on pages 12-15.  In addition, the applicant?s 
experience with more than 800 sponsored projects for more than $100 
million further demonstrates the applicant?s involvement with complex 
projects.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 



Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 



expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

One strength of the proposed project is its potential to affect more than 60% 
of the K-12 students in Virginia. In addition, the applicant demonstrates that 
it has the support of several university entities, successful partnerships with 
fully accredited schools as well as the State department of education, which 
will provide the bridge necessary to bring the project to scale on a state 
level.  Moreover the applicant details a list of activities that will ensure that 
information about the project is widely disseminated to a variety of entities, 
including those that could offer future support.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant has secured the necessary matching funds as well as a 



commitment from the stakeholders. This indicates buy-in and will lend itself 
to sustainability once grant- funding ends. Another strength lies in the 
support provided by the entities that conduct the professional development 
for teachers. The fact that existing labs and other resources will be used 
further demonstrates the involvement of stakeholders.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

A strength of the management plan is the inclusion of clearly defined teams 
who will carry out the project. The applicant has assembled qualified 
individuals with experience on research projects, having either been a PI or 
Co-PI. The timeline also indicates that the applicant will spend time initially, 
getting the components of the project in place to ensure successful 
implementation.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 



Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

No indication that this priority is addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The applicant will provide advising for parents of children who attend the 
summer camps. Through the proposed project's activities, students will also 
be providing with information regarding the skills and knowledge required 



for college.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The applicant has included a LEP specialist for science and a special 
education teacher to help address the needs of students with disabilities and 
LEP students. Courses have been modified to include a focus on students 
with disabilities and LEP students as well.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 



improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The applicant has indicated a concise plan to address the needs of rural 
LEAs. The inclusion of the rural site coordinator as well as the blended 
approach of "face-to-face" meetings and distance learning will adequately 
address the needs of teachers in rural LEAs.  

 
Weaknesses 

While the applicant provides information on how the needs of  teachers in 
rural settings will be met,  the applicant doesn't indicate how the unique 
needs of the students will be met.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/05/2010 10:32 AM    
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Validating the Talent Development-Diplomas Now School Turnaround Model 

Absolute Priority 4: Innovations that Turn Around Persistently Low-Performing Schools 

 

Competitive Preference Priority 6: Talent Development – Diplomas Now (TD-DN) 

incorporates multiple practices and strategies to ensure students graduate from high school 

prepared for college success. Through Talent Development’s college-preparatory academic 

sequence, all ninth-graders complete a one-semester seminar on strategies for meeting the 

increased academic demands of high school followed by the Success Highways Student 

Resiliency Curriculum to increase a student’s likelihood of post-secondary success and college 

persistence. TD’s research-based classes include college preparatory reading, writing and 

advanced mathematics. City Year corps members are near-peers, the majority of whom recently 

went through the college application and financial aid processes.  They provide mentoring to 

students on college access, including FAFSA workshops, PSAT/SAT prep, writing support, 

college application help and SAT registration drives. Communities In Schools’ integrated 

student support model has been recognized as an important element for college preparation by 

the American Youth Policy forum. CIS has developed a streamlined, comprehensive curriculum 

of college and career access information called Charting for Success, which teachers use to help 

students develop a road map for post-secondary education. 

Competitive Priority Preference 7: TD-DN follows the Response to Intervention approach to 

closely monitor students at each stage of intervention to determine the need for further research-

based instruction and/or intervention in general education and in special education. TD-DN 

supports the instruction of special education students in the least restrictive environment by: 

including special education teachers in planning and professional development related to 
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program implementation; providing professional development, coaching, and planning between 

subject area and special education teachers; and assisting with the development of modifications 

and accommodations to curricula and instructional strategies. Content-area facilitators work with 

coaches and teachers to develop lessons blending successful academic instruction with additional 

scaffolds necessary to support ELL students. The model also supports and nurtures students with 

unique learning needs through on-site support from City Year and Communities In Schools.  

 

A. Need for Project and Quality of Project Design  

In today’s economy, adults without a high school diploma will find few, if any, jobs that 

can support a family. Yet, one in four students and three out of five low-income and minority 

students do not graduate from high school. This not only weakens our nation’s competitiveness, 

but also threatens its social fabric (Kirsch et al 2007). 

 We find ourselves in this troublesome situation because too many of our low-income and 

minority students are concentrated in middle and high schools that are failing.  These schools are 

simply not equipped to meet the educational challenge that they face. In 2,000 of our nation’s 

high schools, graduation is close to a 50/50 proposition (Balfanz & Legters 2004).  These 

schools, found in every state, produce half the nation’s dropouts and two-thirds of its minority 

dropouts. They are the nation’s dropout factories.  Each of these high schools, in turn, is linked 

to one or more middle schools, where at least half of eventual dropouts begin the process of 

disengaging from school. By the time they get to high school, these students already have one 

foot out the door, as witnessed by their declining attendance, poor behavior, and increasing 

course failures in grades six to nine (Balfanz, Herzog & MacIver 2007).  The U.S. Department of 

Education recognizes this problem and through Title I School Improvement Grants and the Race 

to the Top competition has called on states and school districts to turn around, restart, close and 



3 

replace, or transform these schools. It has placed a high priority on dramatically improving high 

schools with graduation rates below 60% and their feeder middle schools. 

The whole-school reforms and comprehensive interventions needed to assist, augment, or 

replace Investing in Innovation Fund (i3) Absolute Priority 4 secondary schools must be robust 

and intense enough to make dramatic improvements in contexts where nearly all students have 

high needs and most live in neighborhoods of concentrated and intergenerational poverty.  This 

level of need leads to high schools where half of the entering ninth-graders have reading and 

mathematics skills at the fifth-to seventh-grade levels, hundreds of students miss a month or 

more of school and/or are suspended, the average grade is a D, and more than one-third of 

students are not being promoted to 10th grade (Neild & Balfanz 2006).  It creates middle schools 

where at least half of the entering students are falling off the graduation path as early as sixth 

grade, a fifth of students can miss a full year of school cumulatively between the 6th and 8th 

grade, and the majority of students see their achievement gaps widen (Balfanz & Byrnes 2006).   

Meeting the Need 

The Talent Development Secondary program at Johns Hopkins University’s Center for 

Social Organization of Schools proposes, in partnership with 14 high-poverty, high-minority 

school districts (including Chicago, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, New York, Detroit, New 

Orleans, and Miami - which have the greatest number or highest concentrations of high-need, 

low-performing secondary schools in the nation), City Year, and Communities In Schools, to 

validate a whole school reform and student support model that can turn around high schools with 

low graduation rates and their feeder middle schools (see appendix A for complete list of 

commitment letters).  Over the past 15 years, we have been developing, testing, refining, and 

continually improving the Talent Development Middle Grades and High Schools comprehensive 
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school reform models to create the strategies, tools, supports, materials, trainings, and know-how 

to enable states and districts to turn around the nation’s high-poverty secondary schools. i3 

funding will allow us to validate our most advanced version of these models, the Talent 

Development-Diplomas Now secondary turnaround model (TD-DN).  This model is designed 

to successfully turn around the nation’s low graduation rate high schools and their feeder middle 

schools to enable all students to graduate prepared for college, career and civic life.  

The TD-DN turnaround model combines Talent Development’s comprehensive set of 

evidence-based, organizational, instructional, and professional development whole school 

reforms, supports, and materials with an early warning indicator and multi-tiered student support 

system to enable high needs secondary schools to get the right intervention to the right student at 

the right time, at the scale and intensity required.  It integrates into the model the core strengths 

of two national non-profits that support students and have strong evidence of impact.   

City Year (CY) places diverse teams of 8 to 20 young adults (AmeriCorps members with 

an average age of 22) selected through a competitive process (average of five applications per 

CY corps member position) into TD-DN schools to implement its research-based Whole School, 

Whole Child student support model.  This solves the scale problem of how to reach the hundreds 

of students who need daily, moderate-intensity supports to stay on track to graduation.  The City 

Year teams are in school before students arrive through an extended day to provide continuous 

attendance monitoring, tutoring, mentoring, homework support and extended day academic and 

enrichment opportunities to every student demonstrating an off-track indicator.  

Communities In Schools (CIS) implements its research-based integrated student support 

model and provides case-managed, high intensity supports to the neediest 50 to 100 students who 

are most impacted by poverty, and who will not succeed unless the underlying issues that prevent 



5 

school success are addressed.  This solves the problem of how to support students with truly 

great academic and non-academic needs.    

 I3 funds will be used to scale and validate the TD-DN model in 60 middle and high 

schools in 14 districts.  Forty of these schools (and an additional 40 control schools) will 

participate in a randomized controlled trial to enable the highest quality and most scientifically 

rigorous evaluation of the TD-DN model’s impact and potential.  The remaining 20 schools will 

be selected to complete feeder patterns consisting of a low-graduation-rate high school and one 

to three low-performing middle schools that send most of their students to the high school. (See 

Timeline in Section G for more detail.)  This will enable future evaluations to establish the 

cumulative impact of attending transformed middle and high schools and the TD-DN model’s 

impact on college readiness and success. 

Research Foundations of the TD-DN Secondary Turnaround Model  

 The TD-DN model is a response to key research findings and our experience working in 

and with low-performing, high-poverty schools over the past 15 years.  We have identified five 

key factors that a secondary school turnaround model needs to address: 

It is possible to significantly improve low-performing secondary schools and still 

leave many students behind.  To make sure that every student succeeds, a more robust 

intervention that combines whole school improvement with integrated and comprehensive 

student supports is required (Balfanz 2009, Adelman & Taylor, 2000). 

At least half of future dropouts in high-poverty schools begin signaling that they are 

disengaging from school as early as sixth grade (Balfanz, Herzog, & MacIver, 2007).  By 

ninth grade, up to 80% have struggled with the ―ABC‖ indicators: attendance, behavior and 
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effort, and course performance (particularly course failure). Such students with off-track 

indicators are typically concentrated in a sub-set of high-need middle and high schools.    

Student attendance, behavior-effort, and course performance not only help 

determine a student’s odds of graduating from high school, but also drive or undermine 

academic achievement.  In the middle grades, attendance, behavior, and effort all had 

independent and additive impacts on mathematics achievement, over and above those associated 

with a highly effective teacher. Even the best teachers will not be fully effective if students do 

not attend, behave, and try (Balfanz & Byrnes 2006). The Chicago Consortium on School 

Research has shown the link between good course performance and high attendance as the 

strongest driver in gains on the ACT test (Allensworth. Correa & Ponisciak 2008).  These key 

findings suggest that a comprehensive and integrated effort to improve student attendance, 

behavior-effort, and course performance has the potential to improve both graduation rates and 

student achievement levels (MacIver & MacIver 2009).   

Seeking to capitalize on the insight that students were falling off-track as early as the 

sixth grade, we began working with middle and high schools to implement an early warning and 

intervention system. We quickly learned that it is essential to use a technology system able to 

present data to teachers in an easy, understandable and timely manner. Despite valiant 

efforts, there often is not enough capacity or time to address the hundreds of students with off-

track indicators through conventional means. This led us to first modify and then generalize the 

public health ―prevention and intervention‖ and ―response-to-intervention‖ models to identify 

best practices for school- wide strategies that encouraged attendance, good behavior, and effort, 

as well as targeted and intensive interventions for students who needed additional supports.  The 
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goal was to rationalize and organize all the existing student supports in the school and those 

provided by community partners into an integrated system.  

Even with a better system for integrating existing student supports and ready access to 

early warning data, there still was a lack of dedicated person power to reach the hundreds of 

students who needed targeted interventions, or the 50 to 100 students who needed intensive 

case-managed interventions in the highest needs secondary schools (Herzog, Liljengren, 

Mulvihill & Balfanz 2009).  

Based on these findings, we designed the TD-DN turnaround model specifically to meet 

the unique challenges of persistently low-performing secondary schools.  

Talent Development – Diplomas Now Turnaround Design  
1. Effective Research-Validated Whole School Reform 

• Personalized learning environment with teams of teachers working with the same 75-90 students  

• Challenging research-based instructional programs linked to college readiness standards  

• Career academies in the upper grades to link school learning to skills needed for adult success 

• Extensive professional development for administrators and teachers, including instructional 

coaching and professional learning communities 

• Accelerated learning courses for students below grade level 

• Comprehensive programs for family and community involvement - direct ongoing support from 

Johns Hopkins’ National Network of Partnership Schools  

2. Early Warning System with Tiered Responses 
• Coordinated early warning system alerts teachers as soon as students begin to demonstrate off-

track indicators (primary indicators: Attendance, Behavior, Course Performance) 

• Technology partners (School Loop and Pearson’s Prevent) provide user friendly, early warning 

data at the classroom level in schools/districts that do not currently have the capacity to do so  

• Early warning system linked to three-tiered prevention & intervention system is tightly integrated 

into day-to-day school practice (Tier 1: School-wide prevention, Tier 2: Targeted interventions of 

moderate intensity for small groups, Tier 3: Higher intensity one-on-one interventions) 

3. Second Team of Adults to Provide Targeted and Intensive Supports at Required 

Scale and Intensity  
• Teams of City Year corps members working as ―near -peer‖ mentors and role models and extend 

the day, provide targeted interventions, and teacher supports 

– Extended Day:  Enables schools to offer after-school and community service opportunities ; 

– Targeted Interventions: Tutoring/mentoring, attendance monitoring, and homework support to 

hundreds of students in need of  extra academic and socio-emotional support; 

– Teacher Support: Assist teachers with early warning data systems, enable more differentiated 

instruction in the classroom  

• Site Coordinator from Communities In Schools connects community resources with academic and 

social service needs of students.  Case management for the highest needs students.  
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4. Team-based Organizational Structure to Make Job Manageable 
• Emphasis on mission-building to establish shared purpose among teachers and administrators for 

ensuring students stay on path to graduation 

• Organize school day and week so teachers have significant collaborative time at inter-disciplinary 

(core teachers who share students) and subject level (e.g., all math teachers)  

• On-site reform and student supports staff (TD, CY,CIS ) integrated into school leadership team 

 

Whole School is Organized and Supported to Enable

 Effective instruction (including teacher professional development)

 Positive learning climate

 High student engagement (Attend, Behave, Try Hard)

 Collective efficacy and all graduate mission among staff 

 Comprehensive programs of family/community involvement

Extra-Supports Provided 

 At first sign of student need

 To all students who need it (no triage) 

 Diagnostic tools insure it’s the right support (e.g. 

cognitive or socio-emotional)

 Moderate intensity but if needed continuously available 

Intensive One on One Supports

 Driven by needs assessment

 Case managed

 Professionally provided when whole school and 

moderate intensity supports are not sufficient
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Talent Development – Diplomas Now School Design Model

 

 

Two critical elements of the TD-DN design allow for successful integration and 

implementation of the model.  First, the early warning data system is used to flag students who 

exhibit an off-track indicator - poor attendance, behavior, or course performance.  An example 

for an 8
th

 grade class can be seen below.  In the i3 project we will work with two technology 

partners, School Loop and Pearson Prevent, to provide teacher-friendly early warning data 

systems with classroom-level data to schools and districts that lack this capacity.  Both of our 

technology partners are making considerable in-kind contributions to the effort (see letters of 

support in appendix D). 
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Early Warning Indicator Data Tool

S
tu

d
e
n

t
07-08: 

Days 

Absent

08-09: 

Days 

Absent

07-08: 

Att.%

08-09: 

Att.% Dec Mar Dec Mar Dec Mar

Reading 

Grade 

Level

Math 

PSSA 

2008

Literacy 

PSSA 

2008

A 9 19 95% 84% 5 6 C D D C 8 Proficient Basic

B 12 13 93% 89% 7 8 D C F D 6.5
Below 

Basic
Basic

C 48 69 73% 43% 10 10 F F F D 5.5
Below 

Basic

Below 

Basic

Assessments

Math 

GradesAttendance

Behavior 

Comments

Literacy 

Grades

 

    

Second, and most essential, is that great care and effort is taken to integrate the TD-

DN turnaround model into the day-to-day operations of the school.  Teacher teams are 

created so that four teachers work exclusively with a group of 75 to 90 students.  The school day 

and school week are organized so teachers have considerable time to work collaboratively and 

collectively, in a facilitated manner, to improve their craft and work as a team to keep students 

on track to graduation.  Early warning indicator meetings are held bi-weekly, during which 

teacher teams, Talent Development facilitators, City Year corps members, the CIS site 

coordinator and school support staff examine the most recent early warning indicator data, devise 

interventions for off track students, and monitor progress and make mid-course adjustments (as 

needed) for students already being supported.  Finally, the TD turnaround manager, CY program 

manager, and CIS Site coordinator are all members of the school leadership team, and meet 

weekly with school leaders to fine tune and improve implementation of the TD-DN turnaround 

model.  

Talent Development-Diplomas Now Goals and Strategy  

With the i3 grant, we aim to validate that this combination of reforms and supports is 

powerful enough to enable high schools that are currently graduating only 30%-60% of their 
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students to achieve graduation rates of 80% and above, and also ensures that their graduates meet 

required state standards. For middle schools, our goal is to dramatically reduce by two-thirds the 

number of students sent to high school off-track and behind grade level. 

            Our theory of action is that whole school organizational reforms and student supports 

create a personalized school climate that is conducive to good teaching and learning and inspires 

students to attend, behave, and try.  Upper grade career academies in high schools link school 

learning to the skills needed for adult success.  A comprehensive program of family and 

community involvement engages families in their children’s education and provides the tools and 

supports they need to help their children succeed.  The instructional reforms provide all students 

with a standards-based college preparatory curriculum and the research-based extra help to 

succeed in it.  The professional development reforms, including instructional coaching, provide 

teachers with the ability to continually improve their craft and deliver high-quality, challenging 

lessons to all students.  The multi-tiered student support system guided by early warning 

indicator data and employing a second shift of adults from City Year and CIS ensures that no 

student gets lost, that intervention occurs at the first sign of trouble, and that teachers and 

administrators do not become overwhelmed by the volume and intensity of academic and non-

academic supports students require.       

              City Year corps members and the CIS site coordinator add unique value to the student 

support components of the TD-DN turnaround model.  As near-peers and constant adult figures 

in the school, CY corps members have a unique ability to support students academically and 

emotionally throughout the day.  Corps members greet every student as they enter school.  They 

call the families of all students who are absent.  During the school day, each CY corps member 

follows a target group of students into their classes and provides one-on-one and small group 



11 

tutoring, as well as out-of-class activities that complement instruction. Their in-class presence 

also enables teachers to more easily differentiate instruction, and to stay on-course if one student 

acts up.  Corps members provide a bridge from in-school learning to after-school activities, and 

are able to ensure that students who need extra help attend after-school programs and receive 

homework help.  Corps members provide structured enrichment activities to strengthen their 

connections to their school and community (including community service).  CY corps members 

develop strong bonds with students by working with them in a variety of settings.  This allows 

for more timely referrals to the CIS site coordinator, who then brokers critical community 

resources to ensure students’ non-academic needs are met.  The CIS site coordinator also helps 

the school conduct a needs assessment to identify the highest-need students, and works with 

school leadership and student support personnel to provide community-based integrated student 

supports.  In this way, CIS improves student outcomes by connecting community resources with 

both the academic and social service needs of students.  The site coordinator then organizes case 

managed and sustained individual interventions for students with the highest needs.   

Talent Development, City Year and Communities In Schools have worked together over 

the last two years to integrate their interventions into a seamless school reform and student 

support system with on-site implementation assistance that is deeply embedded into the day-to-

day fabric of partner schools.  These processes are detailed in sections E and G.  TD-DN also 

works closely with districts and states, often through the Title I school improvement process, to 

identify schools most appropriate for the model.   We then engage in extensive training and 

capacity building activities to enable rapid and high-fidelity implementation of the TD-DN 

model. These processes are detailed in section E.  The TD-DN model is designed to work in a 

variety of school reform settings, including school turnaround, transformation, and restart.  Its 
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comprehensive and highly supportive nature makes it a strong model for schools with large 

numbers of new teachers and administrators.  The TD-DN model helps districts and states meet 

federal criteria for the transformation and turnaround approaches by: 1) developing teacher and 

school leader effectiveness; 2) providing comprehensive instructional reform strategies; 3) 

extending learning time and community-oriented schools; and 4) providing operational flexibility 

and sustained support.  

The versatility of the TD-DN model is illustrated by the school turnaround environments 

where it has been and will be implemented during the 2010-11 school year.  TD-DN is one of ten 

identified Lead Partners (following the Mass Insight model) in Chicago, where it currently 

operates a unionized charter school as part of the Renaissance 2010 effort.  TD-DN is the only 

approved non-charter school turnaround initiative in Philadelphia, is the school improvement 

model for three high schools in the Recovery School District in New Orleans, and is a core 

turnaround reform model in a high school and middle school undergoing transformation in 

Columbia, S.C. 

 

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect  

 Convincing evidence that the proposed program will have statistically significant, 

substantial, and important effects on improving student achievement, closing achievement gaps, 

and increasing graduation rates is drawn from multiple research studies investigating the impact 

of the program on these outcomes and on intermediate variables (such as increases in attendance, 

course passing, credit earning, and promotion rates and decreases in suspension rates) that are 

strongly correlated with these outcomes.  This evidence is drawn from quasi-experimental 

studies that meet WWC Clearinghouse standards by simultaneously combining a carefully 
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matched comparison group design with an interrupted time series design to guarantee high 

internal validity, and from experimental studies of program components that also allow strong 

causal conclusions regarding program impacts.  Further, the positive impacts have been 

replicated across enough different studies, grade levels, cohorts, and schools to suggest that the 

findings have at least moderate external validity. 

 Independent, Third-Party Evaluation Studies. MDRC conducted independent, third-party 

evaluations of the Talent Development (TD) program’s impacts on student performance in 

Philadelphia’s high schools (Kemple, Herlihy, & Smith, 2005) and middle schools (Herlihy & 

Kemple, 2004, 2005). MDRC used a comparative interrupted time series analysis to estimate the 

model’s effects on student outcomes. The first step in estimating impacts with this design is to 

measure the change at TD schools in a given student outcome, for up to five or six years after the 

school has begun using the model, relative to the average outcome during a three-year pre-

implementation baseline period. The next step is to measure the corresponding change during the 

same period for similar schools in the district that are not implementing the model. This 

measurement provides an estimate of how student performance would have changed at the TD 

schools in the absence of TD’s reforms. The difference between these two changes is an estimate 

of the impact of the intervention – what TD caused to happen.   

 The high school study---Kemple et al (2005)--evaluated the impacts that TD produced in 

the first five Philadelphia high schools to adopt the program by comparing the changes in these 

schools with changes in six non-TD comparison schools. Specifically, each TD school was 

matched with a set of non-TD comparison schools in the same district. ―The non-TD schools are 

similar to their comparison schools in terms of race/ethnicity, prior test scores, attendance rates, 

and promotion rates over the years leading up to TD implementation‖ ( p. 36). To further 
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strengthen its analysis, MDRC took account of the slight changes occurring in the composition 

of a school’s student population over time by incorporating individual student characteristics into 

the analytic model (controls for ethnicity, 7th-grade test scores, and repeater status.)  

 TD produced significant, substantial and pervasive impacts on credits earned, promotion 

rates, and attendance rates during the first year of high school. For example, TD increased the 

attendance rate by 5 percentage points, increased the core academic curriculum completion rate – 

the percentage of students earning at least 5 credits during ninth grade and at least one each in 

math, English and science -- by 8 percentage points; raised the promotion to 10
th 

grade rate by 8 

percentage points, and increased the proportion of students who earned a credit in algebra by 25 

percentage points.  

 These impacts surfaced during the first year of implementation and were replicated as the 

model expanded to other schools in the district and as subsequent cohorts of students entered 

ninth grade. Furthermore, the impacts on credits earned and promotion rates were sustained as 

students moved through high school. For example, TD produced a 7-percentage-point increase in 

the students promoted to 11
th

 grade, and a 10-percentage-point increase in students who earned a 

minimum of three math and three English credits through 11
th

 grade – key indicators of staying 

on course for graduation. Finally, TD had modest positive effects on 11
th

-grade math 

achievement test scores and also improved the likelihood of graduating on time by about 8 

percentage points (an average of about 40 additional graduates per year per school). 

 MDRC’s final report from the middle school study (Herlihy & Kemple, 2005) focuses on 

the impacts of TD on the achievement levels of students by the end of eighth grade. Each TD 

school was matched with a set of highly similar, non-TD schools, and a comparative interrupted 

time series analysis was conducted. The sample included eighth-graders from six TD middle 
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schools and 18 non-TD schools. TD had a positive impact on math achievement that became 

significant by the third year and then strengthened further during the next three years. While both 

the TD and non-TD schools displayed improved eighth-grade performance in mathematics over 

the years, the improvements were significantly greater in TD schools than in non-TD schools. By 

implementation year 3, the cumulative improvement was 2.1 normal curve equivalents (NCEs) 

greater in TD than in non-TD schools. By years 4, 5, and 6, the cumulative improvement was 

2.5, 2.9, and 3.4 NCEs greater in TD than in non-TD schools. By year 6, the effect size had 

reached 0.23 standard deviations. 

 When TD began implementing its model in Philadelphia, 75% of the eighth-graders were 

performing in the bottom quartile on the state mathematics assessment. One goal of TD’s 

mathematics program was to significantly reduce this percentage and begin to close the 

achievement gap in math between Philadelphia’s typical student and Pennsylvania’s typical 

student. While both TD and non-TD schools were able to progressively reduce this percentage, 

TD schools achieved greater reductions each year than did non-TD schools. By year 6 of 

program implementation, TD schools had reduced the percentage of students scoring in the 

bottom quartile by more than 30 percentage points and this reduction was 11 percentage points 

(0.29 standard deviation units) greater in TD schools than in non-TD schools. TD schools also 

produced ―improvements in the percentage of students who regularly attend middle school‖ (p. 

12). 

 In sum, MDRC’s evaluation studies show that TD has had positive and significant 

impacts on a range of important outcomes in both middle and high schools. Further, the design of 

these studies was particularly rigorous, addressing many concerns typically raised about research 

that does not use random assignment. ―While no quasi-experimental methodology irrefutably 
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establishes causality, this version of the comparative interrupted time series method provides a 

strong basis on which to attribute changes in student performance to TD.‖ (Kemple et al 2005, p. 

ES-4).  

 Although the design eliminated all major threats to the internal validity of this research, 

the external validity was not quite as strong in that the findings reflected impacts found in just 

five high schools and six middle schools in one city (although each school was studied over 

multiple years and across multiple cohorts of students). Specifically, questions regarding how the 

findings could be generalized to other schools in other cities could not be answered definitively. 

That most cities have many schools that are similar to the non-selective, high-poverty, high-

minority schools in which TD was implemented in Philadelphia increases confidence that TD 

implementation in these cities may have similar effects. Although the TD schools in Philadelphia 

achieved reasonable fidelity of implementation for many key components, Kemple et al (2005) 

noted that the district took a hands-off posture with respect to TD, sanctioning adoption of the 

model but providing no official support. They suggest that TD’s implementation and impacts 

may prove to be even stronger and more pervasive in other cities if the districts provide more 

official support and recognition of the model and give TD ―greater authority to institute changes 

in the schools, control staffing and leadership, and command funding and resources‖ (p. 86). 

 Randomized Experiments Evaluating Specific Components of TD. Balfanz, Ruby, & Mac 

Iver, 2008’s experimental evaluation of TD’s Mathematics Acceleration Lab – a targeted 

intervention that provides extra help in mathematics to any student who needs it as an elective –  

included 985 underperforming students in grades 5-9 (from five middle schools and one high 

school) who were randomly assigned to the lab or to another elective (control) for one semester. 
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At the beginning and end of the semester, students in both groups took the CTBS TerraNova 

Survey Mathematics Test. The lab group outgained the control group by 4.1 NCEs (p < .001). 

 Davis & McPartland (2009) are engaged in an experimental study of TD’s Adolescent 

Literacy Program, a school-wide instructional package for middle and high schools that includes 

three types of supports – professional development workshops, written lessons derived from 

evidence-based practices for accelerating adolescent literacy for more than 200 books of interest 

to adolescent readers, and regular in-classroom assistance from an expert peer coach. These 

supports equip teachers to frequently and effectively implement research-based approaches to 

developing adolescent literacy in their classrooms.   

 Davis and McPartland (2009) assigned each participating school to one of three 

conditions: (1) TD’s standard instructional package in which teachers receive support from a 

workshop series, extensive lesson materials, and frequent expert coaching, (2) an economy 

version that includes the workshops and lesson materials but no coaching, or (3) a cut-rate 

version that includes just the workshop series. Interim impact findings are available from 41 

schools with 84 teachers and 1,996 ninth-graders. The primary outcome shows that student 

reading comprehension gains between September and May are significantly and substantially 

greater in schools receiving TD’s full literacy program (an NCE gain close to 5) than in schools 

receiving just the workshop series or the workshop series plus materials (NCE gains of about 3). 

Observers’ reports of teachers’ use of the recommended practices parallel these findings: schools 

that received the full program had teachers who used the recommended practices significantly 

more often, for more minutes, and with greater quality than did teachers in either one of the 

―partial treatment‖ control conditions. 
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 Neild, Byrnes, & Balfanz (2010) are conducting a randomized trial that compares TD’s 

approach to helping under-prepared ninth-graders catch up mathematically and succeed in 

freshman algebra with a common alternative approach. Under both approaches, these ninth-

graders take math as a double period (spending 80-90 minutes per day with the same teacher all 

year). Under TD’s approach, they take TD’s catch-up course during the first semester, followed 

in the second semester by the district’s algebra curriculum).  Under the alternative ―Stretch 

Algebra‖ approach, students take a whole year of double period algebra using the district’s 

curriculum. Randomization occurred within districts at the school level. Interim results cover the 

first eight districts participating. Students in the TD condition outscored those in the ―Stretch 

Algebra‖ condition by 3.6 national percentiles (p = .02) on the CTBS mathematics test and 

earned first semester marks that were a letter and a half higher (more As, Bs, and Cs, and fewer 

Ds and Fs).   

 Does the TD Middle Grades Model Help Keep Students on a Path that Leads to 

Graduation?  Mac Iver et al. (2010) estimated the impact of the TD Middle Grades model on 

preventing students from developing the early warning indicators of dropout risk as sixth-graders 

and on students’ eventual on-time graduation by comparing the data of 540 students from the 

first three TD schools in Philadelphia with the data of 604 students from 3 matched comparison 

middle schools that did not use TD.  The researchers found that students in the TD schools were 

significantly and substantially more successful than those in non-TD schools in preventing 

students from developing early warning indicators. Also, TD students were more likely than 

comparison students to earn on-time promotions each year in middle and high school (e.g., 91% 

of the TD students made it to ninth grade on time vs. 80% of the comparison students) and had 

higher on-time high school graduation rates. A multivariate binary logistic model controlling for 
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race, gender, special education, and English Language Learner status found that students who 

attended a TD middle school for 3 years (in sixth, seventh, and eighth grades) were 55% more 

likely to graduate on time than were comparison students.   

 More Research on TD.  Appendix H describes methods and results from additional quasi-

experimental studies, all of which found significant and substantial impacts of TD. Highlights 

include studies of TD’s: middle grades literacy program (impact on reading achievement gains 

during the middle grades of .29 standard deviations [SDs] and program participants are 73% 

more likely to overcome a reading deficit), middle grades mathematics program (impact on 

achievement growth of .24 SDs), middle grades science program (impact on achievement growth 

of 2 NCEs per year) and ninth-grade instructional programs (impacts on reading and math 

achievement of .27 and .35 SDs.)   The studies include a comparative quantitative longitudinal 

case study of a reconstitution-eligible school that adopted the TD Middle Grades model as its 

turnaround plan and for the next four years outgained its closely matched comparison school in 

math, reading, and science achievement and in attendance and promotion rates. Appendix H also 

summarizes research on Johns Hopkins’ comprehensive family and community involvement 

programs, one component of TD-DN with impacts on a wide range of student outcomes 

 Research on the educational effectiveness of TD’s official non-profit partners—City Year 

and Communities in Schools – is described in below in section C.  

 

C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant 

Center for Social Organization of Schools / Talent Development Experience 

The Center for Social Organization of Schools (CSOS) at Johns Hopkins University has a 

more than 40-year track record of using a framework of ―research, develop, test, refine, and 



20 

disseminate‖ to create and spread  practical and effective solutions to meet the challenge of 

educating students who live in poverty. These include: the Talent Development Middle Grades 

and High School models, and the National Network of Partnership Schools (school, family, 

community program). The Talent Development (TD) Secondary program is led by Dr. Robert 

Balfanz and Dr. Douglas MacIver, who have wide experience implementing complex programs, 

including large scale, multi-district randomized control trials.  Over the past 15 years, Talent 

Development has grown from working with a single high school in Baltimore and a single 

middle school in Philadelphia to working, in the 2009-10 school year, with more than 100 

middle and high schools in 20 states. It has established a dedicated technical assistance unit 

staffed by 50 experienced educators organized into regional teams in the East, South, Midwest, 

and West who provide implementation support to schools and work with multi-disciplinary 

researchers on model development and improvement.  

 The Talent Development-Diplomas Now model brings with it the organizational 

capacities of not only TD and CSOS but also the substantial capacities of its two other official 

non-profit partners, City Year and Communities In Schools. Together, these partners have more 

than 95 years of experience implementing successful, high impact programs in schools.  

City Year Experience  

For 22 years, City Year (CY) has been uniting diverse young adults for a year of full-time 

service, giving them the skills and opportunities to help children succeed, and in the process, 

develop themselves as leaders for the common good. These ―corps members‖ are deployed in 

teams to work in high-poverty urban schools helping students through direct academic, school 

climate and after-school interventions. CY was a national model for AmeriCorps and the CY 

corps has grown from a pilot program of 50 members in Boston in 1988 to more than 1,550 
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members serving 75,000 students in 140 schools in 20 cities across the United States and 

internationally in Johannesburg, South Africa and London, England. CY is a national 501(c)3 

organization, and each city (―site‖) is led by an experienced management team overseen by an 

advisory board of local leaders. CY expands to approximately one new site per year, and due to 

strong management, oversight, and sustainability practices, has never had to close a site. In 

addition to direct programmatic work, City Year manages Voices for National Service, a 

coalition of over 60 nonprofit organizations, which disseminates information to inform public 

policy on the impact of national service.  

 City Year has distilled two decades of service experience into a powerful school service 

model for elementary and secondary schools called Whole School, Whole Child (WSWC).  

Developed in collaboration with scholars from the American Institutes for Research, Harvard 

School of Education, Johns Hopkins University, and the University of Pittsburgh, WSWC is a 

structure that leverages the unique value of CY corps members to provide a portfolio of research-

based academic interventions, extended learning programs, and activities that foster increased 

academic achievement and a positive school climate.   

  City Year has successfully built a sustainable and diverse revenue model that leverages 

AmeriCorps funds, private-sector sponsorships, philanthropic investment and district and school 

contributions. 

 

Communities In Schools Experience 

Founded 33 years ago by life-long children’s advocate Bill Milliken, CIS emerged out of 

the ―street academies‖ launched in the 1960s-70s to give dropouts a second chance to earn a high 

school diploma and attend college. Over time, CIS saw that these alternative ―academies‖ could 
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not adequately meet all the needs of America’s youth. This realization launched a process of 

creativity, evaluation, and refinement that led to the creation of Integrated Student Services (ISS) 

– bringing community supports inside the school in a coordinated way to address both individual 

student and whole school needs. ISS covers student needs from PK-12 through a research-based 

understanding of the risk factors that lead to failing high school and dropping out. CIS is 

recognized as the national leader in integrated student support provision.   

As CIS has gained experience and grown, it has continually refined its approach.  

Recognizing the important findings of its national evaluation that identified core practices 

associated with high performance, the CIS national office launched a quality assurance process, 

Total Quality System (TQS). TQS provided a clearly articulated set of standards and benchmarks 

that all CIS affiliates must meet to become accredited in the CIS network. These standards 

update expectations for effective management, define a unified and coherent site model, 

strengthen the CIS identity, and ensure that affiliates receive appropriate assistance at all stages 

of development. 

By 2009, CIS had 181 affiliates in 25 states and the District of Columbia and partnerships 

with 472 districts. As a result, nearly 1.3 million students received direct services, and 2.1 

million students attended schools with a CIS presence. Over the past 10 years, CIS has added 28 

new affiliates and 1,100 school sites. This expansion, largely driven by existing affiliates going 

deeper into their communities, has allowed the CIS network to double the number of students it 

has served since 1999. 

Evidence of Non-Profit Impact on Achievement, Attainment, or Retention 

Evidence of the impact of the TD middle and high school models on improved student 

achievement, attainment, or retention is substantial as detailed in the Strength of Research 
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section above. Below, we summarize the significant evidence of impact on achievement and 

advancement from our two official nonprofit partners, Communities In Schools and City Year. 

Communities In Schools 

Communities In Schools is in the final year of a five-year external evaluation conducted 

by ICF International. This school-level quasi-experimental study, meeting the requirements for 

moderate evidence, compares 602 CIS schools with 602 matched comparison schools on a wide 

range of outcomes, including dropout and graduation rates, attendance, and academics. Four 

cohorts of CIS schools, implementing the program between 1999-2000 and 2002-03, were 

studied from baseline to three years post-implementation. Net change scores (i.e., difference-in-

difference calculations) were calculated for each outcome measure to determine the net gain (or 

loss) CIS experienced relative to the comparison group on each measure.  

Schools that implemented the CIS model with fidelity had strong results in math 

achievement in elementary, middle and high schools (net change = 5.2% elementary, 6.0% 

middle and .8% high school), and in fourth and eighth grade reading (net change = 2.3% for 4
th

 

grade and 5.1% for 8
th

 grade). The strongest effect sizes were seen in middle school math and 

reading (ES = .53 and .36 respectively). CIS had positive effects on both dropout (net change = 

2% for CIS overall and 3.6% for high implementers) and on-time graduation rates (net change = 

1.7% for CIS overall and 4.8% for high implementers), and effect sizes were strong among CIS 

sites that implemented the model with fidelity (dropout ES = .36 and graduation ES = .31). As 

demonstrated, effect sizes for high implementers were above the WWC threshold for a 

―substantively important‖ effect on both dropout and graduation. The implication of these 

findings is that CIS keeps students in school, and also gets students to graduation on time.   
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City Year 

 Evidence from multiple studies conducted by third-party evaluators demonstrates the 

positive outcomes of CY’s programs on student achievement and attainment.  Several focused 

studies or analyses by external organizations provide evidence of the positive effects of City 

Year on student achievement, growth and attitudes toward learning and school: 

During the 2008-09 school year, RMC Research evaluated City Year New York’s service 

in 19 elementary schools across New York City. This report found that frequency of student 

contact with corps members was significantly associated with positive outcomes in academic 

motivation, conflict resolution and resilience. Teachers and administrators had positive reactions 

to working with corps members. About 70% of teachers reported that corps members helped 

increase literacy achievement, helped acquisition of positive character traits, and contributed to a 

positive school climate.  

 A third party evaluation conducted by RMC Research Corporation (2008) of City Year 

Philadelphia’s work in high schools reported the following outcomes among participants in CY’s 

College and Career Mentoring program:  59% of 613 student respondents felt more connected to 

school (exceeding a target of 50%); 71% of 584 student respondents reported an increase in 

college and career preparedness. 

 Philadelphia school district data (2008-09), analyzed by third party evaluator Research 

for Action, added preliminary evidence of City Year’s impact on academic achievement. Of 

students who received a ―C‖ or worse during the first marking period and who then worked 

closely with a City Year member during the year, 51% and 60% of 6th-10th grade students 

improved by one or more academic grades in English and math, respectively.  Results from 

internal evaluations from the 2008-09 school year provide additional evidence of CY impact: in 
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Washington D.C., 61% of students tutored by CY increased by one or more proficiency levels on 

the DIBELS literacy assessment vs. 39% of non-tutored City Year students.   

Communities In Schools and City Year Accelerate Impact of Talent Development   

The primary strength of the TD-DN turnaround model is the additional human capital 

provided to high-need secondary schools.  This includes an on-site Talent Development 

turnaround manager/early warning indicator and intervention system facilitator, 8 to 20 City 

Year corps members, and a Communities In Schools site coordinator.  These additional 

personnel, combined with the core technologies of the TD-DN model (described in section A) 

and the re-organized and supported efforts of the school staff, create the opportunity for rapid 

school improvement.  Early results from TD-DN schools illustrate this:  

The Feltonville School of Arts & Sciences in Philadelphia is a large school where 85% of 

its 712 students receive free/reduced lunch, and 96% are minorities. In its first year of piloting 

the TD-DN turnaround model, the school made Adequate Yearly Progress for the first time and 

was able to reclaim 4,500 instructional hours by dramatically decreasing suspensions.  

Analyses by the Philadelphia Education Fund also showed a 48% decrease in students 

with poor attendance; a 45% decrease in students with negative behavior incidences; and over an 

80% decrease in the number of students failing math and English. 

In New Orleans, three high schools began implementing the TD-DN turnaround model in 

the 2009-10 school year, Cohen High School, Carver High School and John McDonogh High 

School. Each school averages about 450 students, who are 99% minority, and 90% on 

free/reduced lunch. Aggregate data for the three high schools from August-December 2009 

compared to the same time period in 2008, before implementation of the TD-DN turnaround 

model, found: an 11-percentage-point increase in Average Daily Attendance; a 46% decrease in 
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the number of violent incidents reported; a 27 percentage-point increase in the number of 

students passing at least four courses. 

 

D. Quality of the Project Evaluation 

 The proposed evaluation will be a well-designed experimental study. MDRC will 

conduct an independent, third party experimental study of program impacts by randomly 

assigning schools to implement the TD-DN turnaround model or to continue with other 

educational strategies for school improvements (―business as usual‖). Reflecting the goal of 

school turnaround, our impact estimates will examine whether the intervention produces 

improvements in the attendance, behavior, and course failure/success of successive cohorts of 

students entering the study schools, as well as achievement and graduation outcomes. (See 

―Specification of Student Outcomes,‖ below)  This evaluation design will provide the strongest 

causal evidence of the impacts of the program.   

 Overview of Analytical Approach. We will recruit approximately 80 low-performing 

secondary schools in the 14 school districts partnering on this proposal that are appropriate for 

and interested in implementing TD-DN turnaround model at middle schools, high schools, or 

both.  We seek to include in the study an equal number of middle and high schools (that is, 40 

middle schools and 40 high schools).  

 Randomization will occur within school levels (middle v. high) and within districts. Half 

of the middle schools and half of the high schools will be randomly assigned to TD-DN model 

treatment, and the rest will serve as the control group.  This will allow us to estimate impacts 

separately at the middle and high school levels, in addition to estimating a combined impact 

across all 80 secondary schools. We anticipate that the schools assigned to the control group will 
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institute other school improvement efforts, which means that our impact study will analyze the 

effects of TD-DN model as compared to other policy relevant alternatives.   

 We will track outcomes for three successive longitudinal cohorts of sixth-graders (at the 

middle grades level) and ninth-graders (at the high school level).  New sixth- and ninth-grade 

cohorts will be tracked beginning in Years Two, Three, and Four, respectively.  During the 

course of this project, we will be able to track one cohort through eighth grade/eleventh grade, 

allowing the final year for write-up; a second cohort through seventh grade/tenth grade; and a 

third through sixth/ninth grade.  As the grant period will end before it is possible to measure and 

write up graduation outcomes for ninth-grade students in participating high schools (and ninth-

grade success for the younger middle school students), we have set-aside $100,000 from the 

PepsiCo Foundation to complete these additional outcome analyses within 18 months of the end 

of the i3 grant period.  Nevertheless, given the strong documented relationship between being 

―on track‖ and graduation outcomes, the intermediate outcomes of having ―on track‖ attendance, 

behavior, course performance, credits earned, and promotions earned are important in and of 

themselves. 

 Our basic impact estimate will be a two-level model with students nested in schools with 

any blocking done in random assignment accounted for in the analysis. (We are not proposing a 

three level model--students nested in teachers nested in schools--because secondary school 

students have multiple teachers). To improve the precision of the impact estimate (statistical 

power), we will include covariates in the impact model for key student baseline characteristics 

such as ELL, special education, and free/reduced price lunch status, prior state test scores, and 

students’ grade level in their first year of enrollment in a study school (the latter for analyses that 

pool across grades). To reduce concerns about multiple hypotheses testing producing statistically 
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significant impacts by chance, we will follow IES guidelines (NCEE 2008-4081) by pre-

specifying a small number of primary – confirmatory – research questions. These include the 

basic ―intent-to-treat‖ impact on a limited number of key student outcomes of providing access 

to the intervention and for a small number of pre-specified key student subgroups identifiable 

through pre-random assignment characteristics. The second safeguard uses composite statistical 

tests to ―qualify‖ or call into question multiple hypothesis tests that are statistically significant 

individually but that may be, due to chance, in the context of mixed results. In addition to this 

confirmatory analysis, we will pre-specify a longer list of exploratory questions that will 

examine the reasons for the confirmatory findings, including examining the association between 

contextual and implementation features with impacts on student academic outcomes.     

 For our combined sample of 80 secondary schools, we estimate minimum detectable 

effect sizes (MDESs – defined as the smallest true effect that can be detected for a specified level 

of power and significance level for any given sample size) of .15 on student academic outcomes, 

which translates into 6-percentage-point impacts on dichotomous outcomes such as passing a 

course or meeting an attendance threshold.  These calculations are based on conservative 

estimates of a sample of 80 schools split 50/50 between treatment and control, 100 students per 

grade in middle schools and 350 students per grade in high schools, 80 percent power, an R
2 

of 

covariates in predicting outcomes of 0.68, a statistical significance level of .05 with a two-tailed 

test, and an intra-class correlation of .16, based on the proposed evaluator’s empirical analysis of 

student record data from multiple school districts. Separate analysis of middle and high school 

impacts based on approximately 40 schools in each sample would have minimum detectable 

effect sizes of .17 for middle schools (7 percentage points on dichotomous outcomes) and .21 for 

high schools (9 percentage points on dichotomous outcomes).  
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 Specification of Student Outcomes. We propose to measure key student academic 

outcomes in the three domains of attendance, behavior, and course failure/success, drawing on 

student records from participating school districts. The TD-DN team has identified several 

middle and high school academic outcomes as being especially important and predictive of 

future academic success: 1) an attendance rate of at least 90 percent, 2) never suspended, 3) 

number of course failures, and 4) promotion to the next grade (in high school). These also will be 

combined into an overall ―on-track‖ composite measure of: attending school at least 90 percent 

of the time, and not being suspended and, passing math and passing English, and – for high 

school – earning sufficient credits for promotion to the next grade.  

 In addition to the above outcomes, we will use middle school achievement test score data 

as an additional academic outcome measure, with a covariate for prior achievement.  We will 

examine high school achievement data to the extent that it is available.  Across the states, high 

school examinations are offered in different ways, often with states administering high stakes 

tests starting in a specific grade and providing multiple opportunities for students to sit for and 

pass subject matter tests to advance to graduation.  Depending on the policies in place in our 

study states at the time of the analysis, we will incorporate scores from these tests in the analysis.  

We can estimate impacts on scores at the first sitting for subject matter examinations or on the 

probability a student will have passed needed tests by the end of a specific grade, perhaps the 

11
th

 grade.   

 Our evaluation will permit us to examine mediating variables, as well as academic 

outcomes.  We propose to field student surveys in the spring of 2011 (baseline) and the springs 

during the following years (2012, 2013, and 2014).  These surveys will enable us to understand 

how TD-DN interventions are associated with students’ engagement with school and learning, 
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their sense of whether teachers care about them, the amount of effort they are willing to extend 

on their schoolwork, and their relationships with other students and adults in the school.  We 

propose to use similar versions of the survey for middle and high schools, building on existing 

surveys long-used by members of the TD-DN team. We anticipate having a core module of 

questions with two alternative modules that will be fielded with randomly selected subgroups of 

students in the study schools to lessen the overall length of the survey. Given the size of 

secondary schools, we will have sufficient power for the analysis.  

 Our evaluation will provide high quality implementation data and performance 

feedback and will permit periodic assessment of progress toward achieving intended 

outcomes. We will describe and analyze the 1) implementation fidelity of the four design 

components of the TD-DN model (see ―TD-DN Turnaround Design‖ in section A) in the study 

schools including the influence of the school context, service design, intensity of intervention 

offering, and dosage for students; 2) the student and teacher support contrast between the TD-

DN and control schools, and 3) implementation lessons and best practices for replication and 

scale-up. Data sources for this analysis include a longitudinal implementation survey 

administered to principals, counselors, and teachers in the TD-DN and control schools, at 

baseline (pre-implementation) and at annual follow-up periods (end of school year), collecting 

data on school context and organizational climate, perspectives on teaching, curriculum and 

instruction, work environment, and the presence of other related programs implemented in each 

school. In the TD-DN schools, we will obtain additional data on the roles and services provided 

by CIS and City Year, through program records kept by these organizations and through 

supplemental surveys of program staff/volunteers.  
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 We also propose to conduct case studies with a sample of 2 to 4 school districts and 

approximately 10 to12 TD- DN schools to: identify best practices for analyzing early warning 

indicator data, linking it to specific interventions, and coordinating services among providers; 

provide information for replication; provide additional formative feedback; and provide more in-

depth monitoring and analysis of implementation fidelity, including challenges and solutions and 

practical lessons learned for program modification/adaptation in different settings with different 

at-risk student populations.  We will select some sites to capture the range of program variation 

and others to show high levels of success. For these “best practice” case studies, we will 

combine prospective data from surveys (of school staff, programs, and students) and records data 

with more in-depth on-site interviews, focus groups, and observations to understand effective 

practices and develop materials that support replication. Data sources for the case studies include 

in-depth interviews and focus groups conducted on-site annually with school administrators, 

teachers, and program staff (TD, CIS, CY) and other key stakeholders; and focus groups with 

parents and students to understand the program-as-experienced, the perceived benefits, and 

recommendations for improvement. Structured observations of program implementation will also 

be conducted by members of the evaluation team.   

 The evaluation plan will provide sufficient information about the key elements and 

approach so as to facilitate replication or testing in other settings.  The data described above 

will also allow us to describe the nature of the interventions provided, the staffing arrangements, 

the types of training provided to staff, the challenges encountered in implementation, and 

promising responses.  

 The proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to carry out the evaluation 

effectively.   Our proposed budget includes $5 million for the evaluation, which based on the 
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third party evaluator’s experience evaluating secondary school and student support interventions, 

will be sufficient to carry out the proposed work.  

 Our proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and does not involve the 

program developer/implementer in evaluating program impacts.  MDRC, in partnership 

with ICF, will be responsible for the evaluation. The evaluation team will seek the advice of the 

program team on relevant aspects of the design to make sure the logic model of the evaluation is 

appropriately assessed and that study procedures are feasible within the study schools.  MDRC 

will have the final decision-making authority on the evaluation; findings will be widely 

distributed to the public through MDRC’s web site (which had nearly 1,000,000 publication 

downloads in 2009), in public presentations, and in peer-reviewed journal articles; and MDRC 

will prepare a restricted use file for other researchers to further analyze the data.  

 

E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale   

Capacity to Achieve Desired Scale During Grant Period 

Talent Development-Diplomas Now seeks to scale its turnaround model to 60 low- 

performing middle and high schools that meet the persistently lowest-achieving schools 

definition, and reach approximately 57, 000 students per year. These schools will be located in 

14 school districts that are official partners on the project (see Appendix A). Our district partners 

are in 11 states and the District of Columbia, enabling us to scale beyond the regional level 

during the grant period. Year 1 will be used as a planning year. Twenty of the 60 schools will 

begin implementing the model in Year 2, and an additional 20 in Year 3. These 40 randomly 

selected schools will take part in the formal third-party evaluation. The final set of 20 schools 

will be strategically added in the fourth and fifth years of the project to complete feeder patterns. 
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The official non-profit partners in this application - Talent Development, City Year, and 

Communities In Schools - have demonstrated success in scaling interventions.  

 Each of the partnering school districts has already begun (or will begin by September 

2010) the implementation or planning process for launching a TD-DN school. Since TD-DN 

non-profit partners operate in all of these districts, we will be able to call upon an established 

infrastructure of experienced personnel to lead the planning and training, provide the 

implementation support, and enable the capacity building needed to implement and sustain the 

model with fidelity at the scale projected. In addition, all three organizations have recently 

worked with leading management consulting firms (e.g., Bridgespan, Bain, Deloitte, and 

McKinsey) that specialize in helping non-profits develop capacities to scale.    

    The TD-DN model conducts extensive year-long preparation and training for each new 

school. Local TD, CIS and CY staff working in new turnaround schools visit at least one existing 

site to gain a deeper understanding of the model and attend a summer training institute for 

leadership teams. Lead staff members conduct multiple full-day trainings with teachers and 

administrators at each school before and throughout the school year to ensure strong and 

coordinated launches. 

 Most importantly, the TD-DN model places an integrated team of support personnel in 

each school. An on-site TD Turnaround Manager works closely with the school administration to 

oversee and support the implementation of the comprehensive school reforms, school-wide 

attendance and behavior programs, and the early warning indicator and intervention system. A 

fulltime, onsite CY Program Manager oversees the daily execution of CY services as well as the 

ongoing management and professional development of the teams of 8 to 20 corps members in 

each school. CIS assigns a trained On-site Coordinator to each turnaround school to help the 
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school leadership team identify and address students with the greatest social, emotional, and 

health needs. These three lead staff members serve on the school leadership team and meet 

weekly with school leaders to share information, evaluate progress and keep the turnaround 

effort on track. Formal reviews of site progress, implementation, and data are conducted 

quarterly, using common benchmark rubrics, and are shared with local and national support staff.  

Capacity to Scale After the Grant Period and Feasibility of Replicating Successfully 

 In all partner districts, the infrastructure is in place to scale beyond the schools involved 

during the grant period.  This infrastructure includes experienced local leadership, staff to 

support growth, private sector champions and strong district relationships (highlighted in 

Appendix H). Our explicit goal, over time, is to work with school districts to either directly turn 

around all of their low graduation rate high schools and their feeder middle schools, or to 

develop state and district capacity to replicate the core features of the TD-DN model, including  

a multi-tiered student support system driven by early warning indicators.  

 Existing infrastructure is also in place to bring the TD-DN model to additional school 

districts beyond our existing formal partners. CY and CIS are in 5 and 27 additional states, 

respectively and both CY and CIS have expansion plans. TD’s current scale plan is designed to 

work with 50 to 75 additional schools nationwide beyond those in this proposal.  Thus, over time 

we will be able to project the TD-DN model broadly. 

 Initial reports from the schools and districts implementing the TD-DN model suggest 

high user satisfaction. Nelson Reyes, principal of the Feltonville School of Arts & Sciences in 

Philadelphia, commented: ―I don’t think we would have made AYP without these extra supports 

[Diplomas Now].  I don’t think we would have had a dramatic decrease in suspensions without 

these extra supports.‖  Paul Vallas, Superintendent of the Recovery School District of Louisiana, 
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stated: ―[Diplomas Now] takes three of the best not-for-profit school support intervention 

programs, brings them together, coordinates their efforts and delivers the type of interventions 

and support in a much more cost efficient, much more coordinated way… We are going to work 

with the program to identify the elements that are replicable district-wide…Our goal is to have a 

Diplomas Now component in all of our schools.‖  

Estimate of Costs  

 The cost per student for the TD-DN model is anticipated to decrease during the grant 

period from approximately $897 to $606 per year. This decrease will occur as schools build 

capacity and therefore require less on-site support. Of the $606 cost per student per year, we 

anticipate 90%, or $547, to directly support operations in schools, with the remaining $58 per 

student paying for the centralized capacities needed to deliver the model with excellence. The 

cost to provide the TD-DN model to 100,000, 250,000 and 500,000 students is estimated to be 

$494, $483 and $479 per student per year, respectively. These figures include the anticipated 

funding requirements for centralized capacities (which equal 4.7% of the total cost at 500,000 

students). While some of the operating costs of the model will be supplemented through i3 

funding (to entice districts to participate in a randomized study and strategically create feeder 

patterns), the majority of the costs will be funded by district support through School 

Improvement Grants, Title I, Race to the Top and other district dollars and private sector 

investments. 

Mechanisms to Broadly Disseminate Project Information 

 TD-DN considers its model an open source innovation and intends to disseminate 

information about it broadly. TD-DN has already found several successful methods of media 

outreach, including creating a documentary video that details the story of the collaboration. TD-
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DN leaders have spoken at prominent conventions, education events, and congressional briefings 

and hearings to promote their work among decision-makers and thought leaders. For example, 

TD-DN conducted a congressional briefing in September 2009 and TD-DN leaders spoke 

recently at the American Federation of Teachers Secondary School Design Advisory Panel.  In 

April, Dr. Robert Balfanz spoke to the Senate HELP Committee during a hearing on ESEA 

Reauthorization where the TD-DN model was highlighted (see Appendix H for senate 

testimony). TD-DN has also received positive press coverage, increasing awareness of the 

model’s success. In addition to multiple regional and local articles, TD-DN was highlighted in 

―Diplomas Now Offers Potential Dropouts Lots of Help‖, a cover story in the December 19th 

edition of Education Week.   

 Other tactics integral to the TD-DN dissemination strategy include: 1) a national visitors 

program to proactively inform administrators, policy experts and thought leaders; 2) the 

Diplomas Now web site highlighting information about the model design and impact; and 3) 

quarterly press releases and national impact reports that combine data with testimonials from 

students and school partners.  

 

F. Sustainability  

Resources and Support to Operate Project Beyond the Length of the Grant 

The ability of the Talent Development-Diplomas Now model to operate, be sustained and 

scale beyond the length of the grant is based on four factors. First, TD-DN has the financial 

resources to continue its operations and expand beyond the time of the Validation grant. 

Through a combination of private sector investments and public education and other federal 

funding, the TD-DN model is sustainable through a diverse funding portfolio. Most notably, the 
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PepsiCo Foundation recently committed $6 million, the full 20% match, in support of the 

TD-DN i3 application. This investment is on top of an initial $5 million grant in 2008 that 

PepsiCo made to TD-DN. Deloitte Consulting has provided TD–DN with $200,000 in pro-bono 

consulting and will continue to support the collaboration. School Loop has committed a free 

software license (valued at $475,000 per year in addition to $750,000 in development resources) 

for its early warning indicator and teacher/student support program for up to 100 schools. 

Pearson Education is providing in-kind support for the use of its Prevent early warning indicator 

and tracking system that will be available to TD-DN schools. (See Appendix D for commitment 

letters.) 

Individually, TD-DN partners also have vast experience in raising money from diverse 

sources. Among the more than 180,000 social change organizations founded within the last 30 

years, City Year is one of only 21 that have been able to sustain revenues in excess of $20M.  

CY’s experience in fundraising from both the private sector and AmeriCorps provides consistent 

and reliable sources of funding. In 2008-09, CY raised $58.1M, including $32.6 million in 

private sector investments (including sponsorships from 110 corporations and foundations) and 

$18.2 million through the competitive AmeriCorps process. City Year has also built strategic 

national partnerships with Aramark, Bank of America, Cisco, Comcast, CSX, Pepsi, Timberland, 

T-Mobile, Walmart and Deloitte. CY has received five consecutive four-star evaluations from 

Charity Navigator, placing it in the top 4% of non-profit organizations for ―executing its mission 

in a fiscally responsible way.‖ CY is a five-time recipient of Fast Company’s Social Capitalist 

Award.  

The CIS network is financially strong and sustainable as well. Local revenues to support 

CIS’ effectiveness in supporting targeted students in grades K–12 have increased 25 percent, to 
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$205 million, since 2004. CIS corporate and non-profit partnerships are widespread. These 

include United Way, AT&T, Costco, Walmart, JP Morgan Chase, Capital One, the Bill & 

Melinda Gates Foundation, and the Boys & Girls Clubs of America. CIS received the Charity 

Navigator three star rating and maintains the BBB Wise Giving Alliance seal of approval. 

Additionally, Talent Development has secured funding from multiple foundations-

including the Carnegie Corporation, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, and AT&T.  

Second, the TD-DN partners have a long record of building public-private, multi-

sector coalitions to support effective social innovations. Already, three state departments of 

education have signed on as partners (See Appendix D for support letters). Through our work 

with the National Governors Association Dropout Prevention and School Turnaround grant 

winners, TD-DN has strong relationships with six additional states. Talent Development has a 

close working relationship with both the National Education Association (NEA) and the 

American Federation of Teachers (AFT), and is partnering with both on secondary school reform 

initiatives. For example, The Chicago Talent Development High School, a new TD-DN start-up 

charter school, is a collaboration between TD and the AFT, IFT, CFT and SEIU unions, which 

plans to expand to multiple schools in Chicago and throughout the Midwest (see Appendix D for 

support letter). In Philadelphia, much of the foundational work with early warning indicators 

stemmed from a longstanding relationship with the Philadelphia Education Fund, which now 

provides implementation support to TD schools (see Appendix D for support letter). City Year 

has also played a leadership role in building support for national service through the Voices for 

National Service and ServiceNation coalitions.  

Third, the TD-DN model has a high return on investment (ROI) for districts that 

will encourage them to continue implementation after the grant period expires. To help districts 



39 

and states place the costs of TD-DN model in context, we commissioned a short-term and long-

term ROI analysis from Deloitte. Deloitte’s analysis showed that in a typical high school with an 

entering ninth grade of 500 students, of which 260 would become dropouts (52% of the starting 

class), the turnaround model would lower the number of dropouts to 115, a reduction of more 

than 55%. This is consistent with moving the graduation rate 29 points, from 48% to 77%, over 

four years. Over a five year period, this school would have over 320 additional graduates 

resulting in a positive lifetime net contribution to society of more than $74M (net present value) 

(Sum et al., 2009) Other benefits include: increases in civic engagement, social service 

involvement, and teacher satisfaction, a reduction in security costs at schools, and decreased 

remediation costs for students. 

TD-DN recognizes the importance to schools and districts of realizing short-term as well 

as long-term returns. Below are some examples of how TD-DN creates short term financial value 

for districts in addition to raising student attainment: 

 A recent survey of over 40,000 teachers (Scholastic & The Bill and Melinda Gates 

Foundation) identified key factors in retaining good teachers: supportive leadership, 

time for teacher collaboration, access to high quality teaching resources, safe building 

conditions, and relevant professional development. TD-DN addresses all of these 

factors, and by doing so reduces costs associated with teacher turnover, which The 

Alliance for Excellent Education estimates at $12,500 per teacher.  

 TD-DN anticipates it can help schools realize significant savings by dramatically 

reducing the number of students in need of repeating a grade. Based on conservative 

estimates, TD-DN could save schools over $290,000 per middle school and $1.3 

million per high school per year. 
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 The TD-DN model increases attendance rates, in some cases by as much as 14 

percentage points. Since attendance influences many federal and state funding 

streams, TD-DN can help schools and districts secure or re-capture financial 

resources lost due to poor student attendance. (See Appendix H for more detail on 

ROI analysis.) 

Fourth, the TD-DN model meets a clear and compelling national need that will exist 

beyond the grant. Turning around the lowest performing secondary schools will be a central 

focus of ESEA re-authorization. The Graduation for All Act of 2009 (HR 4122), for example, 

introduced in December 2009 by Rep. Miller, chairman of the House Education and Labor 

committee, would  provide $2 billion per year in competitive grants to turn around the nation’s 

lowest performing schools. The legislation directly supports key components of the TD-DN 

model, including partnering with nonprofit organizations to implement school turnaround 

strategies, combining coursework with academic and social support services, and implementing 

early warning data systems. Senate bills, including the Graduation Promise Act, Success in the 

Middle and Keeping PACE, do the same. While it is not possible to predict the outcome of 

ESEA reauthorization, strong backing from the House, Senate, and the Administration to focus 

on turning around the lowest performing secondary schools, and their embrace of key 

components of the TD-DN model in their initial proposals, suggests that federal support for such 

efforts will continue.   

Incorporating the Project into the Ongoing work of the Eligible Applicant 

TD, CY and CIS are each committed to the success of the TD-DN model, viewing the 

partnership as critical to meeting each organization’s core goals of keeping students on track to 

high school graduation and post-secondary success (see Appendix A for letters of commitment). 
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Each partner has integrated its core programs into the TD-DN model so that the validation of this 

project, with the associated findings and benefits, will be directly incorporated into the ongoing 

strategy of each organization. With TD providing whole school reform, CY providing its Whole 

School, Whole Child model and CIS providing its integrated student support model, each 

organization contributes what it does best to the collaboration in a way that makes the 

partnership greater than the sum of its parts. It also enables each organization to better achieve its 

own core mission. TD’s central mission is to provide solutions that enable all students to 

graduate high school prepared for college, career, and civic life. As such, scaling a validated 

turnaround model for the nation’s most challenged middle and high schools is fundamental to 

achieving this goal. 

 

 

G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 

The collaboration has a coherent management structure that leverages the quality and 

nationally recognized experience of each organization’s existing leadership and management 

structures, while building dedicated strategic capacity to ensure high quality implementation and 

sustainability of the TD-DN model as it grows. The TD-DN operating structure includes 

executive, operations/implementation, communications and evaluation teams with local 

management teams consisting of leaders from all three partners and the school district: 
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• National management team and working groups with 

staff from each organization

– Scheduled bi-weekly conference calls

– More frequent informal calls and email 

communication

• Integrated work teams to coordinate and share best 

practices

• Deep and multi-faceted local connections via local 

affiliates and boards
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As the TD-DN model grows to a larger scale, operations will be managed by a dedicated 

team housed at Johns Hopkins University (JHU). This team ensures the day-to-day operations of 

TD-DN coordinating the implementation, communications, data collection, and grant reporting 

functions for the collaborative (see Appendix H for position descriptions). The TD-DN 

management structure will ensure the project achieves the key milestones described below.  
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Timelines and Milestone for Talent Development – Diplomas Now implementation 

 Year 1  

(planning year) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

 

Im
p

le
m

en
ta

ti
o

n
 a

n
d

 S
u

st
a

in
a

b
il

it
y
  Meet with LEA 

partners to secure 

Year 2 schools 

through 1003g, 

district, i3 and 

private funding 

(e.g., PepsiCo fdn) 

 Work with MDRC 

to determine 

schools through 

random selection. 

 Begin planning 

process for Year 2 

schools 

 TD-DN enters 20 

randomly-selected 

new schools 

reaching 19,500 

students 

 20 control schools 

continue 

alternative 

strategies for 

improvement 

 Work with LEA 

partners to secure 

Year 3 schools 

through 1003g, 

district, i3 and 

private funding 

 TD-DN enters 20 

additional 

randomly-selected 

schools 

 Add 20 additional 

control schools  

 Total 40 TD-DN 

and 40 control 

schools now 

participating in 

randomized study 

reaching 38,750 

students 

 TD-DN works 

with LEA 

partners to 

secure 10 

additional 

schools to 

complete feeder 

patterns  

 Total 50 TD-DN 

schools, 40 in 

randomized 

study, TD-DN 

reaching 48,000 

students 

 TD-DN works 

with LEA 

partners to 

secure 10 

additional 

schools to 

complete feeder 

patterns 

 Total 60 TD-

DN schools, 40 

in randomized 

study TD-DN 

reaching 57,000 

students 

 Secure ongoing 

support 

C
o
m

m
u

n
ic

a
ti

o
n

s 
/T

ra
in
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g

 

 Conduct press 

outreach to 

announce 

expansion of TD-

DN through i3  

 Conduct TD-DN 

site visit for Yr 2 

schools 

 Summer training 

for Yr 2 TD-DN 

operations teams 

 Develop/execute 

integrated outreach 

plan 

 Conduct policy/ 

media briefings on 

TD-DN 

 Conduct TD-DN 

site visit for Yr 3 

schools 

 Summer training 

and expansion visit 

for all operations 

teams 

 Develop and 

execute integrated 

communications 

plan 

 Policy/media 

briefings 

 Conduct TD-DN 

site visit for Yr 4 

schools 

 Summer training 

and expansion visit 

for all TD-DN 

teams 

 Communications 

plan – incl. TD-

DN white paper, 

congressional 

briefing 

 Policy and media 

briefings 

 Conduct TD-DN 

site visit for Yr 5 

schools 

 Summer training 

and expansion 

visit for all 

operations teams 

 Communications 

plan – incl. 

results. updated 

video and 

collateral 

 Policy/media 

briefings 

 Summer training 

for all TD-DN 

operations teams 

 Communication

s plan – incl. 

preliminary 

evaluation 

results report 

M
a

n
a

g
em

en
t 

 

 Hire TD-DN Field 

Director, Grant 

Manager and three 

Deputy Directors 

 Bi-weekly calls 

and bi-monthly 

retreats 

 

 Hire TD-DN, Data 

Administrator, 

Comm. Manager. 

 Bi-weekly calls 

and bi-monthly 

retreats 

 Begin evaluation 

study 

 Evaluation study 

update 

 Bi-weekly calls 

and bi-monthly 

retreats 

 Staff and 

management 

evaluations and 

feedback 

 Evaluation study 

update 

 Bi-weekly calls 

and bi-monthly 

retreats 

 Staff and 

management 

evaluations and 

feedback 

 Bi-weekly calls 

and bi-monthly 

retreats 

 Evaluations and 

feedback 

 Complete 

evaluation study 

(pending cohort 

grad results) 

 

Qualifications of Project Directors and Leadership 

The TD-DN management plan is led by some of the most established leaders in education 

reform in the nation. TD-DN is led by Dr. Robert Balfanz, one of the nation’s foremost 

authorities on the high school dropout crisis and turning around the lowest-performing schools. 
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Dr. Balfanz is co-director of the Everyone Graduates Center and a research scientist at the Center 

for Social Organization of Schools at JHU. He has conducted foundational research on the 

nature, extent, and location of the nation’s dropout crisis, secondary school reform, and early 

warning indicators, and is Co-Operator of the Baltimore Talent Development High School, an 

Innovation High School run in collaboration with Baltimore City Public Schools (BCPS). Dr. 

Balfanz will bring this experience to leading the TD-DN i3 validation project.    

Dr. Douglas MacIver will serve as co-director on the project. Dr. MacIver has led the Talent 

Development Middle grades program for the last 14 years, and is published widely on 

comprehensive secondary school reform.  He is the Co-Operator of two BCPS schools, 

Baltimore Civitas and March Middle School, which is undergoing school turnaround and will 

become the Baltimore Talent Development Middle School at March. Drs. Balfanz and MacIver 

combine extensive research with hands on experience managing complex school turnaround 

efforts.    

Joining Dr. Balfanz on the Diplomas Now Senior Leadership Team are Michael Brown, 

the Co-Founder and CEO of City Year and Daniel Cardinali, President of CIS. For his work 

developing City Year, Michael Brown has been awarded several distinctions, most notably the 

Reebok Human Rights Award, and four honorary degrees. He was named one of America’s Best 

Leaders by US News and World Report in 2006 and an Executive of the Year by the NonProfit 

Times for his leadership role in ServiceNation and the passage of the Edward M. Kennedy Serve 

America Act in 2009. Dan Cardinali has led CIS to embrace evidence-based Integrated Student 

Supports (ISS), launched an ambitious growth strategy, raised ISS to national prominence, and 

has stewarded a national research initiative and rigorous accreditation of affiliates. He has been 
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honored as a 2007 Annie E. Casey Children and Families Fellow and is a Trustee of America’s 

Promise. He has testified six times on the high school dropout crisis on Capitol Hill. 

  Each organization dedicates staff to TD-DN to ensure the successful implementation and 

sustainability of the project. This staff is a highly experienced team that includes former school 

and district leaders, public policy experts, management consultants, and research and design 

experts (see Appendix C for resumes). During the past two years, this leadership and 

management team has proven they can effectively work together to implement the TD-DN 

model and significantly accelerate student performance.  

Qualifications of the Independent Evaluators  

 The experimental study of program impacts will be directed by Dr. Fred Doolittle, Vice 

President and Director of MDRC’s Policy Research and Evaluation Department. Since joining 

MDRC in 1986, he has led evaluations of employment programs for youth who have dropped out 

of high school and evaluations of elementary and secondary school reforms. He has served as 

leader or senior reviewer of more than 20 national, multi-site randomized field trials and other 

evaluations at MDRC. Recently, Dr. Doolittle completed two IES projects on which he served as 

project director or co-director: IES’s Reading Professional Development Evaluation and the 

Evaluation of Enhanced Academic Instruction in After-School Programs, both randomized 

control trials. The author of many publications, Dr. Doolittle has served on the faculties of the 

Summer Institute of Education Sciences Training on Randomized Clinical Trials, the Kennedy 

School of Government at Harvard (public policy analysis) and the Yale School of Management 

(program evaluation) and is an advisor to grantees of the W.T. Grant Foundation on research 

design and implementation.  Dr. Doolittle will be assisted by Dr. Pei Zhu, a senior research 
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associate with substantial experience in conducting randomized experiments of education 

programs. 

Dr. Heather Clawson, Principal at ICF, will direct the implementation study. She has 13 

years of experience as a program evaluator for school-based, after-school, and juvenile justice 

programs, with expertise in managing and conducting program evaluations, providing evaluation 

training and technical assistance, and using state-of-the-art statistical techniques to analyze  

demographic, program, and cost data for this project. Dr. Clawson is the project director and co-

Principal Investigator for the national evaluation of CIS and served as the project director for the 

evaluation of CIS of Texas. Additionally, she is the Principal Investigator for the evaluation of 

Amachi Texas, a randomized controlled trial study of a mentoring program for children impacted 

by incarceration. 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

TD would like to validate that its Talent Development, whole school reform 
model, augmented with an early identification system and a SST program 
provided by Communities in Schools, and   diverse teams of  8 ? 20 ?near 
peers? AmericCorps members working through city year, will provide 
resources at a scale sufficient to provide social support, monitoring, in-class 
and extended day tutoring at scale to keep all students on track to graduation. 
 
TD, based on 15 years experience delivering its whole school reform model, 
Talent Development, presents its TD- DN model as a method for turning 
around these troubled schools.  TD-DN is the TD model augmented with an 
early warning system coupled with a multi-tiered student support system to 
enable high needs high schools to get the right intervention to the right 
student at the right time at the scale of intensity required.  
 
A school?s 50-100 neediest students are identified for intensive support. 
 
Middle school feeder clusters are included to intervene sooner and get a 
greater cumulative effect.   
 
The school leadership team, a site coordinator (SC), CY and CIS staff meet 
bi-weekly and the SC and leadership team meet weekly. 

 
Weaknesses 

There is some potential for disconnects, cultural, philosophical, role, or 
territorial, with staff working from multiple organizations.  
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2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  



 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.



Strengths 

TD  and each of its partners has an extended history of developing, 
implementing, and scaling-up high impact programs that improve student 
outcomes for high-needs schools and students. They each have strong 
program, management, and financial capacity and highly capable staff.  
 
Each organization has an impressive list of accomplishments 

 
Weaknesses 

The partnership tenure in this integrated model is relatively new, and 
regional differences are sure to exist, achieving fidelity may be more 
challenging, and it will take time to build practice that accommodates this 
complexity.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 



 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

TTD-DN appears to be fully capable of meeting the needs 57,000 students to 
be included in the study, and they have a well articulated model that is 
currently operating across the country and in several foreign counties, 
demonstrating its readiness for replication. 
 
A phased scale-up timeline has been developed that provides time for a year-
long preparation and training for each new school and shared learning 
experiences in existing TD sites for school teams with members from each 
partnering organization.  
 
An on-site TD Turnaround Manager works with the school administration to 
oversee and support implementation of all programs and systems.  
 
Cost per student will decrease from $897-$606 over the term of the grant as 



schools build internal capacity and rely on TD-DN less. 
 
Each partner has an infrastructure in place in each city to expand beyond the 
scope of the grant as needed.  

 
Weaknesses 

All the relationships have yet to be tested.  
 

Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

TD-DN has a diverse funding stream, investments of 11M from Pepsi Cola 
and in-kind support from number strategic partners.  
 
All TD-DN partners also have significant experience raising money.  
 
Each partner has integrated its core programs into the TD-DN model  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 



project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

An organizational chart that fully integrates the working units of all partners 
nationally and locally is included. 
 
The roles and responsibilities of key staff TD-DN staff, timelines and 
milestones are documented evidencing a high level of planning. 
 
Key personnel are imminently qualified and have received national 
recognition for their leadership expertise and accomplishments. 

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 



kindergarten through third grade. 
Strengths 

None noted  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

TD offers a strong college preparatory curriculum and they provided 
extensive support to enable students to master it. They also provide 
mentoring to encourage college enrolment and offer college readiness 
activities through their Charting for Success program.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 



of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

TD offers a robust Response to Intervention model to assure that all students 
are provided with tailored support to promote the success of each student.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

None noted  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  
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Applicant: Johns Hopkins University -- Center for Social Organization of Schools, - 
Center for Social Organization of Schools, (U396B100257)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The design of the proposed project appears well-conceived to meet the 
documented need, given its combination of whole school reform and 
individual student support components - in clear response to the research 
foundations also presented clearly by the applicant.  Also clear is the 
project's 80% graduation goal for high schools and 2/3 off-track reduction 
goal for middle schools.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 



college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

Each of the partners has an exceptional record of experience, particularly 
CSOS for implementing complex projects, providing confidence in the 
partnership's ability to manage the proposed project.  Abundant evidence of 
effectiveness is presented for each project partner individually as well as 
some early results for the proposed coordinated/enhanced model.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 



factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 



project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant demonstrates strong capacity to reach the projected number of 
participants during the grant period, given the planning already in progress, 
scale-up capacity-building work, available infrastructure for launching and 
managing project activities, and the ability to place hands-on support 
personnel in each site school.  Replication potential is also very strong.  

 
Weaknesses 

Questions remain about managing the coordinated design effort in every site 
desiring replication, entailing the availability and continuing coordination of 
each and all of the partner resources for deployment in those areas.  Capacity 
for providing that continued coordination should be discussed further.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant and its partners clearly demonstrate adequacy of resources for 
continuing the project beyond the grant period - both financially and through 
the building of coalitions and stakeholder support based on realized value 
(described in detail).  There also exists high potential for continuing to 
integrate the project design into the ongoing work of each member of the 
partnership (as well as in the collective mission of the three as they work 
together collectively and collaboratively).  



 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Identified project staff are all superbly qualified and the project's 
management plan appears adequate to achieve all objectives.  

 
Weaknesses 

Timelines and descriptions of personnel duties do not provide clear detail 
about specific responsibilities for achieving objectives and milestones of 
progress.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 



priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The applicant did not address this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant did not address this competitive preference.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The program's three component/partners all clearly support college access 
and success.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Use of Response to Intervention in the proposed program is a best-practice 
approach to addressing the special learning needs of students with 
disabilities and LEP students.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The applicant did not address this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant did not address this competitive preference.  
 



Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/07/2010 11:24 AM    
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  12  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  13  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  
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Validation 15: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: Johns Hopkins University -- Center for Social Organization of Schools, - 
Center for Social Organization of Schools, (U396B100257)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Strengths: The proposal draws upon a number of excellent studies that have 
been conducted on the Talent Development (TD) program, including a 
comparative interrupted time series analysis study with Philadelphia high 
schools and middle schools conducted by MDRC (2005), using a matched 
comparison group.  Increases were found in such areas as credits earned, 
promotion rates, attendance rates during the first year in high schools. 



 
Promising findings with statistically significant results were also presented 
from other studies, including a study of TD's Math Acceleration 
Lab  (involving an ample sample size of 985 underperforming students in 
grades 5-9), and a study of their literacy program comparing 3 types of 
support (PD workshops, lesson materials, expert coaching vs. no coaching 
vs. no materials nor coaching), with observed gains significantly greater with 
"full literacy program".   The research also provides evidence of program 
effectiveness from other TD studies, looking at their early warning indicators 
of drop-out risk, and  middle grades literacy and math programs. 
 
Additional research evidence of program effectiveness is also presented for 
partner organizations CIS (5-year school-level quasi-experimental study 
conducted by ICF International, comparing 602 CIS schools with 602 
matched comparison schools) and for City Year.  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses: A number of the studies were focused on a single city, raising 
issues of external validity.  Several studies also did not indicate important 
details of research design and findings such as sample size, process of 
random assignment, or statistical levels of significance for findings.  

 

Reader's Score: 12 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 



nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

Strengths: The evaluation utilizes a strong experimental research design, 
with appropriate primary targets on the project's "ABC" (attendance, 
behavior and course failure/success) of successive cohorts of students, as 
well as achievement and graduation outcomes.  
Sampling is of appropriate size, through the recruitment of 80 low 
performing secondary schools in 14 school districts (40 MS and 40 HS), and 
randomization occurring within school levels and within districts.   
Furthermore, the study has a good focus on cohorts and groups of students 
receiving the intervention over time, by appropriately tracking three 
successive longitudinal cohorts of 6th grades and 9th graders. The evaluators 
have through a careful procedure to determine effect size, and appropriate 
needed sample size. 
 
The evaluation has a number of other strong features to its research design, 
such as including multiple measures pertaining to academic outcomes, using 
separate outcomes as well as an "on-track" composite measure in its 



analysis, considering mediating variables (e.g., student engagement with 
school and learning). The proposal astutely acknowledges the complexity in 
multi-state projects, with variable examinations in place.  Comprehensive 
plans for conducting a thorough implementation/process evaluation, and case 
studies of 2-4 school districts are also strong features of its research design.  
 
The proposal has set aside ample resources for evaluation ($5M total; 16% 
of budget) and the work will be conducted by two highly experienced 
research groups (MRDC, in partnership with ICF.)  To its credit, the 
proposal has stated that it will  set aside $100K of foundation money to 
complete analyses, since the evaluation work will extend beyond the i3 grant 
period.   The parsing of evaluation work between the two organizations 
(MRDC handling the randomized experiments and ICF directing the 
implementation study) is clear and appropriate.  

 
Weaknesses 

Weaknesses: Evaluators will examine high school achievement data "to the 
extent that it is available" and "depending on the policies in place in our 
study states at the time of analysis".   While acknowledging the complexities 
that multi-state interventions introduce to gathering comparable student 
achievement data, it does not appear sufficiently rigorous to rely primarily 
on attendance, course failure/success, and grade promotion as the sole 
sources of student academic outcomes.   The proposed evaluation would 
have been stronger if it had included a scenario that at least assured an 
examination of a sub-set of states for cross-state analysis of student test 
scores.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 



(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 



director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Studies are presented that deal with a variety of variables which the program 
attempts to impact.  These include credits earned, promotion rates, 
attendance rates and academic achievement measured by more that one 
test.  The inclusion of studies looking at multiple program facets is 
helpful.  Those for which appropriate data are presented indicate small to 
moderate effects.   



 
One study looked at 540 students from treatment schools compared to 604 
students from matched comparison middle schools not using the 
program.  The study found that treatment students were "significantly and 
substantially" more successful."  One piece of data showed that students in 
the project middle schools were 55% more likely to graduate. 

 
Weaknesses 

Additional detail is needed about each of the studies presented.  For 
example, one quasi experimental study looked at effect size after 6 years of 
program implementation.  While this longitudinal view is extremely 
informative to the program, it is not clear what was done to control for shifts 
in student population over the years.  If the school matching was done at the 
beginning of the study, it is possible that due to administrative changes and 
other social changes, that the schools no longer resembled each other at the 
end of the study.   
 
Terms such as "significantly" and "substantially" are used to indicate 
changes in students due to the program.  The study descriptions would 
benefit from greater detailed data presentations.   

 

Reader's Score: 10 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 



nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The evaluation will be conducted by an independent firm with experience in 
large-scale, random assignment studies. 
 
The design recognizes that schools in the control group might be 
implementing other valuable programs.  The impact study will analyze 
program effects compared to the effects of other programs.   
 
This will be a cohort analysis.  To assure that all cohorts are followed a 
designated time period, additional private funds have been secured (p.27) to 
continue the study beyond the grant period.  This approach will provide 
informative longitudinal data.   
 
The evaluation will include a number of indicators including achievement 
test scores, attendance, behavior, course passing, suspension and 
promotion.  Use of multiple variables will provide strong evidence.   
 



Qualitative information will be collected at the school level.  Interviews and 
focus groups will be conducted with key staff from the various organizations 
involved in the program.  It is recommended that this aspect of the study be 
used to analyze the successes and challenges of using this multi-
organizational approach to improving conditions for students.   
 

 
Weaknesses 

The sample will be drawn from 80 schools with 40 being treatment and 40 
being control.  The number of students per school will be 100 per grade at 
middle school and  350 per grade at high school.  Since randomization will 
be done at the school level within district, it is possible that selected schools 
will not have a student population of sufficient size to form the sample 
groups.  It is recommended that procedures to address this be included in the 
design. 
 
Sample sizes can be considerably reduced by student mobility, school 
closures, school reorganizations, etc.  For example, if half of the treatment 
schools are middle schools, then that number is 20.  With 100 students per 
grade, there will be 6000 students in the treatment group to start. The type of 
districts to be served by  the program are often subject to "shrinkage" with 
schools being closed for economic reasons.  Selection of additional schools 
at the beginning of the study is recommended.   
 
To this reader it is unclear from the program description and the description 
of the evaluation design that there will be sufficient human resources to 
serve all of the students in the treatment schools.  This issue needs 
consideration. 

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 



working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 



the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 



college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  18  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
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20  15  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
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15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
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10  8  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 63 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

Applicant supports the need for the project based on patterns of 
disengagement beginning at the middle school level where minority students 
lose instruction time because of disproportionately high dropout or 
suspension rates.   They either never make it to high school or are 
disinterested from achieving full potential. 
 
Applicant proposes school reform and student support model that is geared 
to turning around of high schools with low graduation rates, and their feeder 
middle schools. The TD DN is designed to enable ALL students to graduate 
HS prepared for college or career. 
 
TD-DN model includes City Corps near peer staff/volunteers who will work 
with students and teachers to facilitate intervention and counseling based on 
early warning indicators. 
 

 
Weaknesses 

City Corps presence and support strategy could cause some alienation 
between CY and students.  CY members are asked to greet each student 
every day, and to call families/parents when students are absent.  It is unclear 
if CY members will be prepared to respond in the off chance that the call 
uncovers other life issues at play outside of truancy. 
 
They will also follow a target group of students to their classes and help with 
counseling or intervention as needed.  Some students may not react well to 
this part of the model and may actually challenge the CY authority.  In 
addition, it may cause a poorly performing student to be embarrassed at 
being singled out for attention. 
 
It is also a little unclear about how the early warning indicators are to be 
employed.  The included graphic displays a record of absences and grades 
which operate together as the trigger.  However, it is unclear at what point 
the student begins to receive assistance, how long they remain in that mode, 
and what the consequences are (if any) for not participating in the corrective 
actions. 
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2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 



(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

CY and CIS staff share an impressive wealth of experience in their 
individual areas of expertise as well as in collaboration with each 
other.  Both have experience in expanding their sites, increasing the numbers 
of persons whose lives they impact, and working with diverse groups of 
persons. 
 
In collaboration executing TD DN model, they achieved significant success 
in target area schools in turning around negative behaviors, increasing 
attendance rates, and increasing student's academic scores. 
 

 
Weaknesses 

While the applicant reports on these levels of success, none of these projects 
appear to be overly complex. 
 
As I understand the narrative, the TD-DN model pools the resources of CY 
and CIS to enact a model of mentorship, instruction and near-peer 
counseling.  This will be a fairly complex coordination of services and 
personnel required to achieve successful outcomes at the target area schools. 
 
CY and CIS each demonstrate a great level of expertise in managing projects 
based on their core competencies of volunteer talent and alternative 
schooling.  Each agency has expanded to multiple locations serving diverse 
communities based on each agency?s original mission, which each is 
credited with doing very well. 
 
It will definitely be more challenging when both agencies are asked to blend 
these competencies together to enact the TD-DN model over the grant 
period.  Chains of command will be meshed, management plans will be 
adjusted and measurement of program outcomes may require strict attention 
to account for conflicts of interest or perceived duplication of reporting 



(expectations or outcomes). 
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 



the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Applicant has defined the number of students to be reached during the grant 
period   57,000 students in 60 schools to be scaled up with a batch of 20 
rolled out in year two, another batch of 20 in year 3 and the final batch of 20 
rolled out in the final 2 years of the grant period. 
 
The applicant has the expertise in trained staff to manage the expansions and 
cost is moderately priced at $606 per student.  As the schools grow their 
infrastructure, on-site costs will decrease and a scale to 500,000 students will 
incur a cost of $479 per student.  Program will benefit from additional 
funding through Title 1, school improvement grants, and private 
funding.  Both funding and talent will be in place to continue the replication 
of the program after the grant ends.  
 
Integral/innovative parts of the information dissemination program include 
video testimony and a national visitors program to proactively administrators 
and policy makers.  Plan includes other traditional outlets such as 
conferences, web sites and publications. 

 
Weaknesses 

TD DN installations need a year of training for each new school added.  That 
must mean that there will be 20 trainings in place concurrently. 
 
Although applicant has previously stated that each new school requires a 
year of training prior to executing the program, hence the beginning of the 



roll out during the grant period begins in year 2.  However, they note that 
staff will be in place after the grant period to facilitate addition of other 
schools. 

 

Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Applicant has, with their partnerships with CIS and TD educated and 
experienced staff to sustain the model after the grant period.  
 
Applicant has a four pronged approach that facilitates the growth of 
resources and partnerships that will help to sustain and grow the program. 
 
Applicant has built strategic partnerships which will generate financial and 
in-kind contributions to sustain the program after the grant period such as 
pro bono services and free software licenses from Deloitte Consulting and 
School Loop respectively. 
 
TD DN has positioned itself as a model with high ROI which will encourage 
continued implementation.   
 
Applicant is also very experienced in their fund raising efforts and has built 
strong relationships with private and public sector organizations that will 
help to achieve continuous funding for this project. 
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Management plan is very detailed and outlines requisite milestones as well 
as succinct achievement, evaluation and communication mechanisms. 
Organizational chart also clearly defines operating positions and their 
relationships in the administrative chain. 
 
Key personnel are educated and experienced to manage the plan. 
 
Independent evaluator is identified as MDRC directed by company Vice 
President Dr. Fred Doolittle.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 



priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

No response to this competitive preference priority.  

 
Weaknesses 
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2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

This program is designed to increase the student?s likelihood of post-
secondary success.  It is also designed to expose the student to college 
preparedness activities like FAFSA workshops, prep tests and college 
application preparation.  

 
Weaknesses 

None  
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3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Program is designed to pay attention to LEP students through coaching, 
providing teachers with professional development and planning between 
subject area and special education teachers.  

 
Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

No response to this competitive preference priority.  
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SECTION A: NEED FOR THE PROJECT AND QUALITY OF THE PROJECT 

DESIGN  

 

Exceptional Approach: The New Orleans Charter Restart Model 

 New Schools for New Orleans (NSNO), the Louisiana Recovery School District 

(RSD), and the Tennessee Achievement School District (TASD)
1
 are pleased to submit a 

proposal for a Validation Grant through the Investing in Innovation Fund.  We are 

seeking $28,303,909 in federal i3 funds to drive dramatic school improvement in New 

Orleans by building the permanent capacity of successful charter operators to annually 

turn around the bottom 5% of persistently lowest performing schools through the charter 

restart model – and then to scale this exceptional model by implementing it in Tennessee 

and other urban districts across the country.   

Specifically, federal i3 funds will be used: to invest in charter school start-up and 

expansion in New Orleans and Tennessee; to develop district-level performance 

management systems and stakeholder engagement processes to monitor and support 

turnaround efforts; and to disseminate The New Orleans Charter Restart Model to LEAs, 

SEAs, and reform minded non-profits across the country. In submitting this application, 

we aim to execute a model that can be scaled across the country so that our nation can 

begin to develop the permanent infrastructure to annually turn around the bottom 5% of 

its lowest-performing schools that serve high-need students.    

Our Approach: Key Elements of The New Orleans Charter Restart Model 

                                                 
1
 The Louisiana Recovery School District is a special statewide school district administered by the LDOE. 

Created by legislation passed in 2003, the RSD is designed to take underperforming schools and transform 

them into successful schools. The Tennessee Achievement School District was recently created by TN state 

legislation to fill much the same purpose – for further details on the RSD and TASD, please see Section C 

and Appendix H. 
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 The New Orleans Charter Restart Model is based on the successful experience of 

charter expansion in New Orleans to date.  Of the twenty-five highest performing open-

enrollment schools operating in New Orleans, 68% of these schools opened as “Type 5”
2
 

turnaround charter schools – clearly demonstrating the dramatic impact the model has 

had in turning around the New Orleans system.
3
 The key elements of The New Orleans 

Charter Restart Model are: 

 Government, Non-Profit, and Charter Collaboration: No single entity alone can 

build a system with the capacity to annually turn around its bottom 5% of schools; 

rather, the following is needed: a government entity with the legislative authority 

to turn around failing schools, a non-profit that can incubate new charter 

operators, and the development of a mature charter market that can consistently 

execute high-quality turnarounds.  

 Evidenced-Based Charter Restart Expansion and Incubation: Charter school 

expansion must be based on rigorous, reliable data (quasi-experimental or 

experimental) that is collected and analyzed on an annual basis. In order to build 

the permanent infrastructure for regular, effective school turnarounds, the system 

must replicate only those charter operators with a proven track record of success 

in serving high-need students.   

 Permanent Turnaround Infrastructure: The New Orleans Charter Restart Model 

relies on charter operators – which receive public funding – to execute school 

                                                 
2
 Type 5 charter schools are preexisting public schools transferred to the Recovery School District pursuant 

to R.S. 17:10.5; within such Type 5 charter school, only pupils who would have been eligible to enroll in or 

attend the preexisting school under the jurisdiction of the city, parish, or other local public school board or 

other public school entity prior to its transfer to the Recovery School District may attend. 
3
 See SPS Rankings in Appendix H 
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turnarounds. By building the capacity of a set of operators each centrally 

managing a network of schools, economies of scale are created and operating 

costs significantly reduced.  Therefore, by the end of the grant period the system 

will be able to execute additional turnarounds utilizing only per-pupil revenue 

and existing federal charter school programs. As such, a one-time investment can 

build the sustainable infrastructure and capacity to restart the bottom 5% of 

schools annually.  

 Bold Restart Turnarounds: Every turnaround executed under the model will 

involve a change of school operator, and this policy will be legislated and actively 

supported by the government entity.  As such, a failing operator – be it charter or 

district – will not be able to turn around a school that the operator itself has 

allowed to fail.  Too often, systems are unwilling to take the bold but 

uncomfortable step to replace operators. As a result, dramatic improvement in 

failing schools is rare.  

 Constantly Raising Expectations: We will fall tragically short if we replace failing 

schools with only marginally better schools. As such, we will raise the standard of 

what is deemed failing as our performance improves.  In this manner, we will 

create a culture in which parents, students, and educators refuse to accept 

mediocrity.  Instead, we will use the charter restart model to drive constant 

performance increases in the system until every school in the system prepares all 

of its children for college and beyond.  

Meeting an Unmet Need: A Replicable Model to Drive Large-Scale Turnaround 

Efforts 



 4 

 This project will fill a national need for executing a well-documented, replicable 

model for large-scale turnaround efforts.  While individual schools have been 

successfully turned around using the charter restart model, and existing programs such as 

School Improvement Grants will likely increase the number of individual charter restarts, 

there remains a significant unmet need for the nation to understand how to structure a 

system of schools that can continually utilize the charter restart model to annually turn 

around 5% of its lowest performing schools.  By codifying, disseminating, and scaling 

The New Orleans Charter Restart Model, we will greatly enhance the education 

community’s understanding of effective turnaround practices. 

Meeting Unmet Needs: Serving At-Risk Students  

 New Orleans has among the highest percentage of at-risk students of any school 

district in the nation, with free and reduced lunch rates that exceed most other urban 

systems – as well a student population whose education was severely disrupted by one of 

the worst natural disasters in our nation’s history.   

New Orleans Public School Demographics
4
  

Demographic  10/1/2008 

Number of students  36,000 

% African-American 90% 

% Free and Reduced Lunch 84% 

Comparison Demographics for other Urban Centers
5
  

City  2008 Free and Reduced 

Lunch Percentage  

New Orleans 84% 

Chicago  84% 

                                                 
4
 2010 State of Education in New Orleans Report, Scott S. Cowen Institute for Public Education Initiatives, 

Tulane University, 2010 http://www.coweninstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/SPENO-2010-Book-

WEB-22710.pdf 

 
5
 National Center for Education Statistics http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sdds/ed/index.asp 

 

http://www.coweninstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/SPENO-2010-Book-WEB-22710.pdf
http://www.coweninstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/SPENO-2010-Book-WEB-22710.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sdds/ed/index.asp
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New York 73% 

Denver 66% 

Washington DC  64% 

Houston 62% 

 

 Louisiana evaluates its schools based on student performance on standards-based 

end-of-year tests, which, combined with attendance data, yield a School Performance 

Score (SPS). Despite substantial progress, there remains a significant lack of high 

performing, college preparatory schools in the city – indeed, 42% of New Orleans 

schools were considered “Academically Unacceptable” in 2009, as the table below 

demonstrates. The city’s district performance score is 70.6, which indicates that the vast 

majority of students are not receiving a college preparatory education (a score of 75 

indicates readiness to enter into a two-year community college and a score of 100 

indicates readiness to enter into a four-year regional university).  

School Performance Score: 42% of New Orleans Public Schools are Failing
6
 

Rating (SPS Score)  2005 (n=118) 2009 

(n=88) 

Five Stars (140 and above) 2% 1% 

Four Stars (120.0 – 139.9) 2% 3% 

Three Stars (100.0-119.9) 6% 8% 

Two Stars (80.0 – 99.9) 6% 16% 

One Star (60.0 – 79.9) 20% 30% 

Academically Unacceptable  

(Below 60) 

64% 42% 

 

School Performance Score: New Orleans Average vs. Louisiana Average 

 2005 2009 

Louisiana  87.4 91.0 

New Orleans  56.9 70.6 

 

                                                 
6
 2010 State of Education in New Orleans Report, Scott S. Cowen Institute for Public Education Initiatives, 

Tulane University, 2010 http://www.coweninstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/SPENO-2010-
Book-WEB-22710.pdf 
 

Failing 

Schools 

Failing 

Schools 

http://www.coweninstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/SPENO-2010-Book-WEB-22710.pdf
http://www.coweninstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/SPENO-2010-Book-WEB-22710.pdf
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 Tennessee (with a focus on Nashville and Memphis), the first site for scaling The 

New Orleans Charter Restart Model, likewise has a large percentage of high-need 

children who are living in poverty, members of minority groups, and educationally 

underserved:
7
   

 % Free and 

Reduced Lunch 

% African American % Failing Schools  

TN Statewide 76% 47% 5% 

Memphis 86% 86% 22% 

Nashville 76% 47% 8% 

 The need is unequivocally clear.  To ensure that every child in New Orleans, 

Memphis, Nashville, and other urban school districts across the country has access to a 

great education, we must accelerate the pace at which we turn around our failing schools.   

Meeting an Unmet Need: The New Orleans Charter Restart Model Not Yet Widely 

Adopted 

 Nationally, school turnaround efforts have a poor track record of success. This 

poor track record is in large part due to the fact that school districts most often select the 

least comprehensive form of turnaround intervention when executing turnarounds. In SY 

2006-07, more than half of the schools in their second year of restructuring reported that 

they had planned to restructure, yet very few schools reported any of the named No Child 

Left Behind interventions, including: 

 Replacing all or most of the school staff (17%) 

 State takeover of the school (3%) 

 Contracting with a private entity to manage the school (1%) 

                                                 
7
 Memphis City Schools and Metropolitan Nashville Schools Websites, Tennessee Race to the Top 

Application 
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 Reopening the school as a public charter school (1%)
8
 

 As this data illustrates, the charter restart model has not been widely adopted, and 

yet, as is outlined in Section B, many charter schools in New Orleans and other large 

urban centers have been successful at serving high-need students.  Furthermore, the 

interventions in wide adoption are not proving effective, given the overall lack of 

progress with schools in restructuring (ED has found that the performance of most 

schools in restructuring has not improved significantly, with schools entering 

restructuring at a much higher rate than they exit).
9
 The scaling of The New Orleans 

Charter Restart Model will clearly meet one of our nation’s most pressing unmet needs 

by scaling an effective model for executing turnarounds of persistently low performing 

schools.  

Executing and Scaling The New Orleans Charter Restart Model: A Clear Set Of 

Goals and An Explicit Strategy 

Project Strategy  

 The project strategy is to develop the permanent infrastructure and capacity to 

annually turn around the bottom 5% of persistently low performing schools in New 

Orleans, and replicate this model in Memphis and Nashville. Through rigorous 

performance management, we aim to foster cultures of high expectations in New Orleans, 

Memphis, and Nashville wherein communities do not accept marginal progress in student 

achievement as good enough, and the benchmark for what constitutes a failing school is 

continuously rising. 

                                                 
8
 ED, State and Local Implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act, Volume IX— Accountability Under 

NCLB: Final Report, 2009. 

 
9
 ED Facts data, as analyzed by Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development 
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Selecting Charter Operators for Turnaround  

 To ensure that turnarounds in New Orleans make dramatic gains in student 

achievement, NSNO and RSD, in collaboration with community stakeholders, will run a 

competitive process to select charter partners to replicate with the best track record of 

producing significant gains in student performance as measured by quasi-experimental 

school-level data (see Section B).  All schools with a statistical effect size of at least 0.1 

and above in math or reading scores and a positive effect in the other subject (as 

described in Section B), will be invited to apply to be an official partner, with preference 

for those operators that have achieved the most significant effects. In addition to a proven 

track record of success, partners must demonstrate a commitment and capacity to scale.   

The list of school effect sizes, along with the operator selection rubric, can be found in 

Appendix H. 

 The TASD, in collaboration with local education stakeholders, will use the same 

process based on quasi-experimental school-level performance data to select charter 

restart operators in Memphis and Nashville that have demonstrated success in producing 

significant gains in student outcomes.   

Selecting Failing Schools for Turnaround in New Orleans and Tennessee 

 In New Orleans, NSNO and RSD will use a fair, transparent and well-defined 

process for identifying failing schools for turnaround.  All schools will be selected from 

the list of Tier 1 and Tier 3 schools identified for SIG funding (see Appendix H). 

Tennessee will use the same process to select schools for turnaround (see Appendix H for 

a list of Tier 1 and Tier 3 schools in Tennessee).  In both New Orleans and Tennessee, the 

RSD / TASD, the charter school and nonprofit community, and the parent community 
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will work collaboratively to ensure that families, teachers, school leaders and other key 

stakeholders are informed and engaged, and that turnaround decisions are data-driven, yet 

fair and inclusive. 

Alignment of Project Goals, Activities, and Outcomes  

 Over a five-year grant period, our project will pursue the following goals through 

specific activities conducted by each partner, generating a desired set of outcomes: 

Goal #1: Build the capacity to incubate and expand charter restart operators  

Activity aligned with goal Partner(s) 

responsible 

Enable partner charter operators in New Orleans, Memphis, and 

Nashville to launch new schools by augmenting their central 

infrastructure for executing school turnarounds and providing 

incubation support leading up to school launch 

NSNO via subgrants 

to charter operators 

Incubate 2 new charter restart operators in New Orleans and 1 in 

Tennessee via the process established by NSNO (pay founder 

salaries, provide office space, bring on additional staff midway 

through incubation year, sponsor site visits to successful schools, 

provide coaching by successful turnaround leaders) 

NSNO and TASD 

Outcome: 27 schools turned around (19 in New Orleans, 8 in Nashville and Memphis) 

and 15,281 students reached during the life of the grant, and permanent capacity 

established (including 3 new CMOs) to continue executing turnarounds beyond the life of 

the grant 

 

Goal #2: Provide infrastructure to sustain charter restart schools   

Activity aligned with goal Partner(s) responsible 

Collect and analyze school performance data to identify failing schools 

and monitor turnarounds 

RSD and TASD 

Build community support (among parents, teachers, and community 

members) and facilitate the takeover process through community 

liaisons 

RSD and TASD 

Conduct twice annual reviews of turnaround schools to monitor quality 

and performance outcomes 

NSNO and TASD 

Increase parent awareness of school performance data to support them 

in making well-informed school choices 

RSD and TASD 

Convene turnaround community to collectively problem solve and 

share best practices 

NSNO and TASD 

Outcome: RSD and TASD have full-time, dedicated personnel and systems in place to monitor 

charter restart performance, identify schools for turnaround, and build stakeholder engagement 
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Goal #3: Scale strategy by codifying and replicating The New Orleans Charter 

Restart Model   

Activity aligned with goal Partner(s) 

responsible 

Provide technical assistance to RSD-like take-over arms in other 

districts 

RSD 

Provide technical assistance and strategic planning support to 

NSNO-like non-profits in other districts 

NSNO 

Document The New Orleans Charter Restart Model and produce 

instructional guide for other districts 

NSNO 

Outcome: TASD is successfully launched in Tennessee with RSD assistance; NSNO 

assists with the launch of an already-emerging NSNO-like non-profit in Tennessee; 

blueprint developed for the New Orleans model and disseminated broadly, sparking 

interest among other districts to adopt the reform model. 

 

Project Consistency with Evidence Base 

 The proposed project is consistent with moderate research evidence.  As described 

in detail in Section B, experimental and quasi-experimental research shows that charter 

schools, both in New Orleans and in other geographies around the country, have a 

significantly positive impact on student outcomes.  The charter restart turnaround model 

in particular has been proven highly effective at raising student achievement and turning 

around failing schools, as evidenced by a quasi-experimental study of New Orleans 

charter schools. See Section B for more details on the link between the evidence and the 

proposed project. 

 

SECTION B: Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

 

Overview 

 The New Orleans Charter Restart Model is designed to expand the most effective 

charter operators. The research base for this proposed intervention lies in a set of rigorous 
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studies – (1) a quasi-experimental study (moderate internal validity and high external 

validity) of charter schools in Louisiana, with a deep-dive analysis on New Orleans, and 

(2) experimental studies (high internal validity and moderate external validity) about the 

effectiveness of charter schools in Boston and New York City. Of these rigorous studies, 

the quasi-experimental study of New Orleans charter schools, described below, is the 

primary evidence base given its direct relation to the project.  

  

The Evidence: Charter School Performance In New Orleans (CREDO, 2010) 

Study Approach: Quasi-Experimental Study  

 This report supplements the CREDO National Charter School Study Multiple 

Choice: Charter School Performance in 16 States with an in-depth examination of the 

results for charter schools in New Orleans.  This quasi-experimental study involved an 

analysis of longitudinal student-level achievement for just the students in New Orleans 

and yielded results that have moderate internal validity and moderate (but purposefully 

limited) external validity.  The researchers created a pooled dataset of all student records 

in New Orleans from which they could do the analysis of the impact of charter schooling 

on student learning gains. For each charter school student, a virtual “twin” was created 

based on students who match the charter student’s demographics, English language 

proficiency, and participation in special education or subsidized lunch programs. The 

resulting matched longitudinal comparison is used to test whether students who attend 

charter schools fare better than if they had instead attended traditional public schools in 

their community. The outcome of interest is academic learning gains in reading and math, 

measured in standard deviation units.  Using a school fixed effects regression model, 
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indicators for each of the charter schools were used to determine each charter school's 

average performance against the entire traditional public school group. 

Validity of the Evidence 

 The study covers all the students in open-enrollment charter schools in New 

Orleans using a longitudinal matching method that provides highly valid external 

validity.  The use of matched pairs offers as rigorous a control condition as is feasible 

without experimental design, providing second-best internal validity.  With match rates 

that exceed 80%, the study has exceptional generalizability.  The population is the same 

as would be affected by the proposed project and demonstrates a statistically significant 

effect.  This study design has been used in 15 states and the District of Columbia, and has 

been validated through comparison with parallel studies using student fixed effects; the 

results in each community were nearly identical in significance and effect size, so there is 

confidence that the design is robust and valid. 

Sample 

 This study examined data from 4 years of schooling, beginning with the 2005-

2006 school year and concluding with 2008-2009.  A total of 10,164 charter school 

students from 35 charter schools are followed for the years noted.  The students are 

drawn from Grades 3 - 9, as these are the grades that are covered by the state 

achievement-testing program.  An identical number of virtual comparison students are 

included in the analysis.  The composite virtual student is based on students in competitor 

traditional public schools, known as the charter school’s feeder pool.  In New Orleans, it 

was possible to create virtual matches for 88% of the charter schools students in reading 

and 88% in math.  This proportion assures that the results reported here can be considered 
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as indicative of the overall performance of charter schools in the city.  The total number 

of observations is large enough to be confident that the tests of effect will be sensitive 

enough to detect real differences between charter school and traditional school students at 

the p<.05 level. 

Magnitude of Effect on Student Achievement  

 The effect sizes observed in the high-performing New Orleans charter schools 

have a dramatic material impact on the academic welfare of their enrolled students.  

Specifically, in the study, an effect size of 0.1 indicates that an average student at the 50
th

 

percentile one year will have learning gains that place her in the 54
th

 percentile the next 

year, and an effect size of 0.2 would place that same student at the 58
th

 percentile the next 

year.  Additionally, the CREDO analysis shows that across all charter schools, continued 

enrollment increases the effect over time – we can therefore be confident that these gains 

serve as a minimum bound for the high-performing schools.   

 In the turnaround environment, we expect that students will be achieving at levels 

far below state and national averages. As such, executing The New Orleans Charter 

Restart Model will have a dramatic impact on raising the achievement of students who 

were previously enrolled in failing schools. For example, a student attending a failing 

school that currently scores at the 35
th

 percentile on state tests will in fours years be 

expected to perform above the 50
th

 percentile after attending a school with a 0.1 effect.  

Moreover, in a school with a 0.2 effect size, a student beginning at the 35
th

 percentile will 

be expected to perform above the 67
th

 percentile in four years. In these cases, students 

who enter the charter restart school near the bottom third of performance will leave the 

school in the top third of performance.  
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 The magnitude of the effects is profound. The difference in performance between 

failing schools and successful charter restart schools will have direct and important 

implications for student readiness for advancement to higher grade-spans. Most 

importantly, these effects will dramatically increase likelihood of students completing 

high school with the knowledge and skills needed to engage successfully in post-

secondary endeavors. 

Connection of Evidence Base to Proposed Project  

 The evidence base directly ties to the proposed project in that the evidence base 

includes school level quasi-experimental data on the schools that will expand through 

this program. 

 Only Effective Schools will Replicate: Our project will only scale charter 

schools with positive effect sizes of over 0.1 in reading or math and positive 

effects in the other subject, with preference given to those with the greatest effect 

(see Appendix H for effect sizes for all schools in the study).  Therefore, there 

will always be a direct linkage between the evidence base and the scaling of 

charter schools.  

 Only Schools Serving Target Demographics Will Replicate: As part of this 

program, schools will only expand if their current results of 0.1 effect size, both 

positive and significant, were achieved with a student population that is over 65% 

low-income and minority, embracing the high-need student population that is the 

target of our project. 

CREDO Study of Tennessee Charter Schools 
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 CREDO has not yet conducted a study of charter school performance in 

Tennessee.  However, before subgrants are made to charter operators in Tennessee, 

CREDO will be commissioned to conduct a statewide analysis using the same 

methodology described above.  This study will be completed before grant awards are 

announced, and charter partners in Tennessee will be selected based on the results of this 

analysis.  Using a similar process to New Orleans, all charter schools with effect sizes of 

0.1 in reading or math and positive effects in the other subject will be invited to apply, 

with preference given to those schools achieving the greatest effects.  

Additional Research 

 Beyond the CREDO New Orleans study, a growing body of quasi-experimental 

and experimental research shows that charter schools have a significantly positive impact 

on student outcomes, particularly for students in poverty.  These studies include: CREDO 

National Charter School Study, 2009; The NYC Charter Schools Evaluation Project led 

by Caroline Hoxby, 2009; and Informing the Debate, a study of Boston charter schools 

by Atila Abdulkadiroglu et al, 2009. 

 

SECTION C:  EXPERIENCE OF THE ELIGIBLE APPLICANT 

Introduction 

 Over the past three years, New Orleans has undergone one of the greatest 

educational transformations in this country’s history.  Throughout this transformation, 

New Schools for New Orleans (NSNO), the Recovery School District (RSD), and the 

New Orleans charter school community have all worked relentlessly to achieve our 

collective vision: excellent schools for every child in New Orleans.    
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 Working together, the applicants have developed an innovative, scalable, and 

highly effective model of turning around persistently failing schools.  The New Orleans 

Charter Restart Model is predicated on an unprecedented collaboration between 

government, non-profit support providers, and charter schools – and it has proven 

successful in New Orleans only because each partner has the experience and expertise to 

perform at the very highest levels.   

New Schools for New Orleans  

 In New Orleans, open enrollment charter schools are the driving force of student 

achievement gains: 19 of the 20 highest-performing open-enrollment schools in the city 

are charter schools.
10

  New Schools for New Orleans, which formed after Hurricane 

Katrina to accelerate the educational transformation of New Orleans, has been an integral 

driver of this growth by working directly with human capital providers, charter school 

developers/managers, and education reform organizations.  Specifically, NSNO has 

driven student achievement gains in three key ways:  recruiting and placing quality 

teachers and principals by partnering with proven providers like Teach for America, The 

New Teacher Project, and New Leaders for New Schools; launching and supporting new 

open enrollment charters through incubating new operators and working in partnership 

with service providers; and informing and collaborating with the community to support a 

performance driven system of schools  

NSNO’s Record of Improving Student Outcomes Through Work With LEAs 

 

 NSNO acts as a direct provider to LEAs by incubating and supporting high-

performing charter schools, as well as serving as a local intermediary – investing in 

organizations such as The New Teacher Project, New Leaders for New Schools, and the 

                                                 
10

 See SPS Rankings in Appendix H. 
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Achievement Network.  Of these initiatives, NSNO’s incubation and support of charter 

schools most directly demonstrates its track record of dramatically increasing student 

achievement and implementing complex projects. 

 To increase the city’s capacity to conduct high quality turnarounds, NSNO has 

incubated and supported eight new Type 5 restart charter schools between 2007 and 

2009.
11

  Of these eight schools, four have currently entered the State’s accountability 

system and received School Performance Scores (SPS).  An analysis of this data 

demonstrates that: 

 The average SPS score of NSNO incubated and supported schools is 70, which places 

the NSNO school average in the top quartile of all RSD schools, with only eight RSD 

schools in the city outscoring this average. 

 NSNO’s highest achieving school, New Orleans Science and Math Academy, ranks 

as the highest-performing high school in the district in its first year of operation.  In a 

city plagued by failing high schools, New Orleans Science and Math Academy’s SPS 

score even surpassed high schools with selective admission criteria.  

 In the CREDO quasi-experimental analysis of New Orleans charter schools, two of 

the top five charter schools in the city in terms of overall effect on student 

achievement were NSNO incubated and supported schools.  

 The following chart summarizes the current NSNO-incubated and supported 

charter schools that have received SPS scores. 

School Name Year Opened 2008-09 SPS 

Langston Hughes 2007 64.7 

N.O. College Prep 2007 67.0 

                                                 
11

 NSNO has launched nine schools in total; however, it withdrew support of one of its incubated schools, 

Sojourner Truth Academy, after experiencing irreconcilable differences with the school leader.  
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N.O. Charter Science and Math Academy 2008 81.6 

Miller McCoy 2008 67.7 

NSNO Average 70.3 

 RSD Average 57.3 

 

 Additionally, the two schools with more than one year of performance data 

available have shown significant year-to-year growth in the Achievement Index (AI) 

score, which is a composite score based on only state test data (SPS also includes 

attendance):  

School Name 

 
Year Opened 

 
2007-08 AI 

 
2008-09 AI 

 
Growth 

 

N.O. College Prep 

 
2007 

 
63.4 

 
74.4 

 
17% 

 

Langston Hughes 

 
2007 

 
61.9 

 
66.7 

 
8% 

 

 

 In addition to incubating and supporting charter schools, NSNO has also invested 

directly in both school operators and support providers to increase student achievement.  

Specifically, NSNO investments have yielded the following results: 

 Lafayette Academy:  NSNO invested in a turnaround of Lafayette Academy by 

replacing the school leaders; this investment led to a 21.9 increase in the school’s 

Achievement Index (AI), which was the third highest growth recorded in the 

district. 

 teachNOLA:  NSNO’s investment in teachNOLA, a teaching fellows program 

operated by The New Teacher Project, has led to the recruitment of 213 teachers 

who serve in 96% of New Orleans’ open-enrollment charter schools.  These 

teachNOLA teachers have been certified by the Louisiana Practitioner Teacher 
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Program, which ranked as one of the most effective teacher certification programs 

in Louisiana’s groundbreaking teacher certification value-add study. 

Taken together, NSNO’s direct work in incubating and supporting charter schools, 

coupled with its successes in making strategic investments, demonstrate that NSNO has 

significantly improved student achievement in its work with New Orleans schools. 

NSNO’s Record of Implementing Complex Projects 

 NSNO has implemented numerous highly complex projects, working with 

multiple partners and constituencies in the rapidly changing landscape of New Orleans 

education.  These complex projects have been characterized by: high-levels of 

collaboration and coordination across education reform organizations; multiple levels of 

political and community interactions; and large budgets requiring careful fiscal 

management.  It is precisely this set of capabilities that NSNO will bring to bear in its 

scale-up of The New Orleans Charter Restart Model to facilitate the project’s success. 

NSNO’s new school incubation program is one robust example of its ability to execute 

complex projects. 

 New School Incubation Program.  Over the past three years, NSNO has launched 

and supported eight new charter restart schools through its incubation program – a 

growth trajectory that outpaced all other charter operators in the city.  Specific elements 

of this multi-faceted program include: 

 National Recruitment:  NSNO operated an intensive interview process including 

resume reviews, interviews, in-school observations, and partnerships with 

national human capital organizations such as Teach For America and New 

Leaders for New Schools.   
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 School Design:  To enable school leaders to effectively design their school 

organizations, NSNO provided expert training in four key areas: leadership and 

organizational design, teaching and learning, operations and finance, and charter 

board governance. Each area consisted of a training module led by some of our 

nation’s greatest education practitioners, including leaders from KIPP, 

Uncommon, and YES College Prep schools.   

 Charter Development:  NSNO supported each leader in building a board of 

directors, engaging parents and the community, filing for articles of incorporation, 

attaining non-profit status, and developing and defending charter applications 

(100% of NSNO incubated schools were approved for charters).  Comprehensive 

start-up support also included teacher recruitment, student recruitment, and supply 

procurement. 

 Post-Opening Support:  NSNO provided intensive post-opening support for two 

years in the four key areas outlined in school design (above). 

  

Recovery School District   

 

Record of Improving Student Achievement 

 

 Nine percent of all Louisiana public schools have been entrusted to RSD, 

including schools in New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Shreveport.  These represent the 

lowest performing schools across the state.  The results to date have been significant: the 

RSD has achieved double-digit student achievement gains across its schools.  In New 

Orleans, where the RSD governs 80% of schools, the student achievement gains have 

been significant, with New Orleans doubling and tripling the percentage gains in students 
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scoring Basic+ statewide from 2007 through 2009. RSD student achievement scores on 

statewide  tests have improved in every grade and subject for the last two consecutive 

years, and have exceeded growth of the state in 25 of 30 categories (for more outcomes 

data, see Appendix H).  

RSD Record of Implementing Complex Projects 

 Perhaps no other single education organization in America has been tasked with 

as complex a project as the Louisiana RSD.  After Hurricane Katrina, the RSD rebuilt an 

entire urban school district in less than a year, operating with high levels of uncertainty.  

In 2005, the Louisiana legislature placed 102 chronically failing schools in the RSD.  The 

complexities facing the RSD following Hurricane Katrina included:  

 Lack of clarity around how many students would return to New Orleans, or 

when 

 Nearly 100% of school buildings were damaged and unfit to occupy 

 Educators had also left, and it was uncertain how many would return, or when 

 Student records data had been largely lost or destroyed by the storm 

 Emergency relief funding was erratic 

 The political landscape was shifting as all constituencies struggled to recover. 

 The RSD quickly built an education system that is dynamic and rapidly 

improving. With an annual budget of $180M, the RSD authorizes charters (37 charter 

schools run by independent entities), operates 33 schools directly, manages federal and 

state level accountability requirements, and engages in one of the most contentious 

activities in education – the closure of persistently low performing schools.  In doing so, 
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the RSD manages multiple constituencies:  charter operators, educators on its own staff, 

parents and community members, and local and state level politicians.   

Tennessee Achievement School District (TASD) Partner Overview 

 NSNO and RSD are excited to be partnering with the state of Tennessee, and 

specifically, with the newly created Tennessee Achievement School District (TASD).  

Tennessee’s commitment to education and increasing student achievement resulted in 

Tennessee receiving one of the first Race to the Top (RTTT) awards.  Part of their RTTT 

application focused on their creation of a new statewide district, the TASD, designed to 

turn around the persistently lowest achieving schools.  Under RTTT, the TASD 

represents the most intensive arm of the state’s accountability structure.   

Charter School and CMO Partners 

 NSNO, the RSD, and the TASD will select charter school and CMO partners 

using the selection process outlined in Section A, with further details in Section B and 

Appendix H.  Charter schools eligible to receive i3 funds include only those schools that 

have generated student academic gains that are statistically significantly higher than those 

gains generated by the control group and those who serve high need students, as 

evidenced by the CREDO analysis described in Section B. 

 

SECTION D: QUALITY OF THE PROJECT EVALUATION 

 

Use of a Quasi-Experimental Study to Determine the Impact of the Project  

 The evaluation will provide a deep and broad analysis of the proposed project 

activities and their effects on charter school students in New Orleans, Memphis, and 

Nashville. At the center is a quasi-experimental analysis using a longitudinal matched 



 23 

sample to develop rigorous evidence of project results. The research design will parallel 

the study discussed in Section B, and thus will have the same strong degree of internal 

validity and exceptional external validity. 

 Four elements will form the foundation for the impact evaluation: student 

performance, effectiveness of government and non-profit actors, effectiveness of charter 

school organizational development, and effectiveness of project expansion. Each is 

described below.   

Student Performance   

 The evaluation will measure the charter restart schools’ ability to create high 

quality learning outcomes for the students they enroll.  The evaluation will be a quasi-

experimental pre- and post-test design using a matched sample to determine the impact 

of the project. A multi-measure quasi-experimental design, using both a set of 

comparison conditions and a time series analysis will be used to analyze the impact of 

charter restarts on student learning gains on state achievement tests.  The results will be 

compared to four comparison conditions:  1) the enrolled students’ prior learning gains 

(interrupted time series), 2) student growth in the flagship charter schools prior to 

replication (interrupted time series), 3) other first-year charter schools in the same city or 

state (comparison group design), and 4) typical New Orleans School District student 

results (comparison group design).  When expansion occurs, these same comparisons will 

be developed and then compared across sites to test the success of expansion.  The 

matched comparisons will use a Virtual Control Record approach.  VCRs are synthesized 

control records developed for each charter school student made up of the composite 

outcomes of public school students from the New Orleans public schools with identical 
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attributes.  The VCR approach includes the majority of charter students and provides a 

wide angle of analysis; the VCR approach has been rated highly by the What Works 

Clearinghouse of IES at their second highest level, second only to random control trials.      

This portion of the evaluation design will employ econometric models in a variety 

of estimations.  Growth and attainment will be estimated with econometric models, 

conditioned on student attributes and eligibility for Free or Reduced Price Lunch, English 

Language Learner designation or Special Education services.  We plan to examine the 

effects of the project on overall student outcomes as measured by state achievement test 

results, as well as for specific student subgroups, which will allow a controlled estimation 

of gaps in student progress by various student attributes.  Once expansion of the project 

begins in Tennessee, we will copy the approach using the same type of data obtained 

from the Tennessee Department of Education.   

Governmental and Non-Profit Actors   

 The evaluation will study the effects of key agencies with responsibilities for 

accountability, oversight and support, and institutional re-alignment.  This system-level 

change has both contextual and pragmatic features that bear on the success of the project.  

To evaluate this element, a mixed-measure qualitative study will be conducted of the 

institutional policies and practices in the Louisiana Department of Education, the 

Recovery School District, New Schools for New Orleans, and the Tennessee 

Achievement School District. Tests of statistical significance require large numbers of 

cases and are thus infeasible for this portion of the evaluation; instead, change will be 

assessed against targets that are set by professional judgment of the project team prior to 

implementation.   
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Charter School Development  

 The evaluation will measure the ability of high performing charter schools to 

launch the charter restarts in a manner that successfully expands their organizational 

capacity to provide high quality education outcomes for their students. The evaluation 

will employ a market share analysis to report the number of high performing schools and 

number of students in high performing schools in the entire community.  The evaluator 

will also synthesize an Education Value Index from the State Achievement Tests to 

reflect the cumulative production of knowledge and progress toward graduation in each 

of the sectors.  These market measures will provide a simple way to track the overall 

impact of the project related to the first GPRA performance measure
12

, as well as the 

outcomes targeted in this project such as student attendance, graduation rates, and 

measures of student safety. 

 In addition, the evaluation calls for annual administrations of a school-level 

Performance Management rubric to provide independent assessment of the structure and 

operations of charter school teams.  The Performance Management Organization rubric 

will measure more than 20 areas of school operations and leadership that have been 

empirically associated with improved student outcomes.  Examples include school 

leaders making student learning the center of school operations, and fostering a cohesive 

teacher commitment to that mission.  A similar rubric has been in use with charter 

schools in New York and New Mexico since 2005.  To date, the rubric results have 

correlated significantly with overall student academic performance in both absolute 

achievement and in growth; as such, it serves as a helpful map of school-based practice to 

guide continuous improvement.      

                                                 
12

 Refers to the Government Performance and Results Act 
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Project Expansion  

 The fourth element is the meta-level project expansion to other communities.  

Successful expansion will involve both implementation fidelity and equivalent impact 

across communities. 

The Methods of Evaluation Will Provide High-Quality Implementation Data and 

Performance Feedback, and Permit Periodic Assessment of Progress Toward 

Achieving Intended Outcomes 

  Within the overall evaluation plan, there are mechanisms that will allow the 

project team to learn about the progress of the project roll-out, the context for 

implementation, and feedback about school-level performance.  Specifically, this 

evaluation will begin with an analysis of the context and conditions that exist in New 

Orleans, which will allow for an expanded understanding of the conditions necessary to 

enable the expansion of high quality charter operators and schools.  This information will 

be used as the project expands to other states/districts.  In addition, the evaluation calls 

for annual administrations of school-level quasi-experimental data, as well as a 

Performance Management rubric that explores school operations and leadership.  This 

rubric will be used to provide both the project team and individual charter school 

leadership with actionable information about the areas of effective practice in each 

school.    

The Evaluation Will Provide Sufficient Information About the Key Elements and 

Approach of the Project to Facilitate Further Development, Replication, or Testing 

in Other Settings 
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 The evaluation has been designed to identify and analyze the key features of the 

project: the effectiveness of government agencies in facilitating turnarounds, the 

effectiveness of non-profits in supporting turnarounds, and the effectiveness of charter 

schools in executing turnarounds. Specifically, on a school level, the evaluation will 

provide information identifying the key elements of a charter school’s design and 

operation that contribute to high levels of student academic performance.  The 

Performance Management rubric isolates school-level operations and practices.  Applied 

in each school each year, the rubric generates a time series of multiple measures that can 

map against the school’s academic performance to isolate the factors of the rubric that 

most contribute to either high levels of achievement or strong gains in learning.  This 

blend of qualitative and quantitative insight can then target the critical elements for 

replication elsewhere. 

The Project Plan Includes Sufficient Resources to Carry Out the Project Evaluation 

Effectively 

Project Budget 

 The project budget includes sufficient resources to ensure that the evaluation is 

comprehensive and of the highest quality.  We have allocated for contractual expenses 

equivalent to 15% of the overall program budget – $4,430,000 – to cover the evaluation 

costs, based on estimates of 10%-20% we received from several independent external 

evaluators. 

Expertise and Capacity of Evaluator (see Section G for more details) 

 While we have not yet secured an evaluator and will run a formal procurement 

process to do so upon receipt of a grant award, we are committed to selecting an 
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evaluator who brings high quality research and analysis expertise and has extensive 

experience in the tasks and activities described above, including use of the VCR 

methodology and performance management rubric.    

The proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and neither the program 

developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact of the project 

 A third party evaluator will be identified to conduct the evaluation.  The 

individual or individuals involved will be entirely independent from the design or 

implementation of the project.  We will conduct a thorough selection process to ensure 

that the evaluator hired demonstrates the capacity, based on prior experience, to carry out 

a rigorous, high quality evaluation – and, of course, that they were not among the 

individuals involved in designing, developing, or implementing the project. 

 

SECTION E: SCALE STRATEGY 

 If our nation is to ever achieve the capacity to turn around the bottom 5% of its 

schools, the country will need both a proof point and living model of how such a 

turnaround effort can be executed. Given the turnaround emphasis in the Race to the Top 

and School Improvement Grants federal programs, and the increased willingness of 

private sector funders to invest in school turnaround, there exists an urgent need to 

understand how to successfully execute large-scale reform efforts. SEAs, LEAs, and non-

profits will need successful models to scale their own turnaround efforts. To this end, our 

aim is to: 
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 Execute The New Orleans Charter Restart Model in New Orleans. Within the 

grant period, we will fully develop the capacity of New Orleans to turn around 

the bottom 5% of schools (~ 4 schools) on an annual basis using charter restarts. 

 Seed the emerging charter markets in Nashville and Memphis with sustainable 

restart capacity, as well as engage other SEAs, LEAs, and non-profits in other 

districts, several of whom have already expressed interest in adopting the model 

(see letters of support from government and non-profit actors in Indiana and 

Delaware in Appendix D).  

 Document and disseminate The New Orleans Charter Restart Model by utilizing 

the Broad Residency and the Broad Superintendent’s Academy to educate a 

national audience of high-level district officials and superintendents on this 

model of reform (see letter of support from The Broad Center in Appendix D).    

Number of Students Proposed To Be Reached 

 Over the five year grant period, the proposed project will reach a total of 

approximately 15,281 students across 27 schools in New Orleans and Tennessee.  

Students reached each year include: the number of students who attend a new turnaround 

school opened that year, plus students who are in an entry-level grade cohort at all 

schools opened through this grant in preceding years (e.g., assumes a class of 60 enters 

into each of the turnaround schools each year after its initial opening year). This is a 

conservative estimate – we anticipate that additional students will be reached indirectly as 

this model is disseminated, through the Broad Academy programs and other networks, 

and these reforms begin to be replicated at greater scale.  

Projected Impact Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total 

Total Schools Turned Around 3 5 6 7 6 27 
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New Orleans 3 3 4 5 4 19 

Tennessee 0 2 2 2 2 8 

Total Students Reached 1,295 2,556 3,286 4,078 4,066 15,281 

New Orleans 1,295 1,477 2,087 2,759 2,627 10,245 

Memphis & Nashville 0 1,079 1,199 1,319 1,439 5,037 

 

Capacity to Reach the Proposed Number of Students Over the Grant Period 

 As described in detail in Section G (Management Plan) and the Budget Narrative, 

we have allocated substantial personnel time and expertise to ensure the project reaches 

the proposed number of schools and students.  The project leadership team consists of 

existing NSNO, RSD, and TASD staff members with deep turnaround and incubation 

expertise. Each organization will have a full or half-time i3 project manager in place, 

supported by other full-time i3 dedicated personnel (2 at NSNO, 7 at RSD,
13

 and 2 at 

TASD). These project managers will collaborate with other key leaders (see table below) 

committed to helping guide the project. (Section G describes the role each of these 

individuals will play and past experience; resumes are included in Appendix C). 

i3 Project Time Allocation for NSNO, RSD, and TASD Leadership 

Leader % Time Dedicated to i3 Project 

Sarah Usdin, CEO, NSNO 10% 

Neerav Kingsland, Chief Strategy Officer, NSNO 50% 

Paul Vallas, Superintendent, RSD As needed 

Rayne Martin, Reform Director, RSD 10% 

Wanda Anderson-Guillaume, Chief Academic Officer, RSD 50% 

TASD Superintendent (yet to be hired) 20% 

Eric Hilgendorf, Director of Charter Schools for TN DOE 10% 

 

 Most important, we will rely on the capacity of existing high-performing charter 

operators to scale their efforts. These operators will be selected through a process that 

                                                 
13

 Given that twice as many school turnarounds are being conducted in New Orleans than in Tennessee 

through the grant, and that the RSD i3 staff will be spending significant portions of their time providing 

technical assistance to their peers in Tennessee, i3 funds will support more personnel at RSD than at ASD 

(see Budget Narrative for full detail of personnel being funded for each organization). 
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both takes into account their demonstrated effects on student learning (as measured by 

quasi-experimental studies), as well as the capacity and experience of their leadership 

teams.  Lastly, the expected growth patterns for existing CMOs in each city will be to 

launch at maximum one school per year (and in most cases less than one school per two 

years), which mirrors the past growth trajectories of our nation’s highest-performing 

charter networks.  

Capacity to Bring the Project to Scale on a State or Regional Level 

 Scaling the New Orleans model to other geographies is an essential goal of this 

project. As such, significant staff resources will be committed to ensure that scaling 

efforts in Tennessee during the life of the grant – and in other locations subsequently – 

are executed successfully.   

Scaling Efforts in Tennessee  

 NSNO and RSD will work in close partnership with the Tennessee Department of 

Education and TASD to turn around 8 schools in Nashville and Memphis using the 

charter restart model.  This will build upon and support the strong work of education 

reformers already operating in Memphis and Nashville.  Staff members at NSNO and the 

RSD will provide technical assistance to help TASD design and execute the turnaround 

process.  NSNO will have a full-time team member devoted to helping launch NSNO-like 

organizations in other states, and will focus on Tennessee in particular. TASD, the 

Tennessee Department of Education, and the charter school community will devote 

significant staff resources as well to ensure that the infrastructure is in place to carry out 

effective turnaround efforts, as follows: 

Tennessee’s Staffing Plan to Implement i3 Activities 
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Staff Member Roles and Responsibilities % Time to i3 

Project 

Community Liaison Manage school and community relationships during 

turnaround process 

100% over 5 

years 

Data Analyst Collect, process, and analyze data on school 

performance, compliance, and finances in order to 

determine which schools to restart and to monitor 

performance of schools that have been turned around 

100% over 5 

years 

Eric Hilgendorf (Director 

of Charter Schools) 

Orchestrate coordination with charter schools for the 

i3 project 

10% over 5 

years 

Project Director 

(TASD Superintendent) 

Oversee execution of the i3 project 20% over 5 

years 

Project Manager Responsible for coordinating all i3 activities at TASD, 

including CMO incubation program, providing 

guidance to new school leaders and connecting them 

with resources, organizing a once-annual convening of 

the TN charter restart / turnaround community, and 

reporting on finances and outcomes to NSNO 

100% over 5 

years 

42 School leaders, 

turnaround specialists, 

and CMO central office 

personnel 

Launch and scale up to eight charters to take over 8 

failing schools 

100% - ranges 

from 6 months 

to 3 years, 

depending on 

role 

 

 Other areas in the nation have also expressed strong interest in adopting The New 

Orleans Charter Restart Model (see letters of support from Indiana and Delaware in 

Appendix D) – and NSNO and the RSD will provide technical assistance to these other 

regions. Finally, the partnership with The Broad Center will begin to scale the model to a 

national level.  

Feasibility of Replicating the Project Successfully  

 The feasibility of successfully implementing The New Orleans Charter Restart 

Model in cities outside of New Orleans should be significantly higher than the initial 

feasibility of executing the model in New Orleans. In 2005, New Orleans experienced 

one of the worst natural disasters in the history of the country. Thousands of New Orleans 

children missed an entire school year, and even more suffered severe emotional damage. 

As a result of this disaster, New Orleans had to construct a brand new model of public 
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schooling out of what had been a politically fractured, ineffective, and bankrupt school 

system.  

 In numerous cities across the country, the conditions are thankfully much more 

hospitable for increasing student achievement than in New Orleans: poverty rates are 

lower, adult education rates are higher, and the populace has not had to endure a natural 

disaster. As such, New Orleans stands as a test case of how strategic charter school 

development can transform a city’s educational system even in the most difficult 

contexts. In replicating the model to other sites, the feasibility of replication will be 

determined by the ability of adults to make data-driven decisions around charter school 

development.  The combination of reform minded educational leaders, such as those in 

Tennessee, and the conditions developed by programs such as Race to the Top,  have 

created a national opportunity to scale The New Orleans Charter Restart Model to other 

regions.  

Ease of Replication 

 Our program has several key structures that will make it easier for operators, 

states, and districts to turn around persistently low performing schools: 

 Investment in CMOs: By building the capacity of CMOs to expand, versus 

opening multiple single site charters, scaling becomes easier and more cost 

effective. Because CMOs share a central office function and thus pool resources, 

and can replicate practices from their most successful schools, they will benefit 

from scale efficiencies.   

 Network of Support for Best Practice Sharing: Charter operators supported 

through this grant will have access to a rich set of resources, such as technical 
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assistance, instructional strategies, budget models, and community support that 

will facilitate the turnaround process.  The collective knowledge base that 

develops out of this work will be another invaluable resource that will facilitate 

turnaround efforts.  Through formal meetings and informal network-building (see 

Section G for details in Management Plan), the charter operators supported 

through this grant will build a toolkit of best practices and lessons learned that 

will remove roadblocks and make it easier to execute future turnarounds. 

Likewise, state and district scaling partners will benefit from Louisiana’s lessons 

learned about creating necessary conditions at the state and district level for 

turnaround success. 

 Human Capital: Operators will have access to a robust human capital pipeline 

from which to source high quality teachers, leaders, and key central office 

personnel through the work of the local intermediaries, such as NSNO.  

 Strong Government/Nonprofit/Charter Collaboration: Typically, actors in 

turnarounds are isolated, operating without the benefit of coordinated efforts with 

other key stakeholders.  An integral component of this project is explicit 

partnership and coordination between a government entity, a nonprofit partner, 

and a charter market.  This three-way partnership significantly reduces many of 

the barriers common to turnaround efforts.  

Estimated Project and Scaling Costs  

 As shown below, per student costs over the five-year grant period average $2,223, 

with higher costs in the early years due to expenses associated with building CMO central 
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office capacity.  As detailed in the Budget Narrative, these figures include start-up and 

operating costs per year, including incubation costs. 

Project Cost Effectiveness 

 FY1 

2010-11 

FY2 

2011-12 

FY3 

2012-23 

FY4 

2013-14 

FY5 

2014-15 

Total 

Total 

project 

cost per 

year 

$4,604,391 $6,187,879 $8,024,848 $8,960,283 $6,187,291 $33,964,692 

Cost per 

student 

reached 

each year 

$3,554 $2,422 $2,442 $2,197 $1,522 $2,223 

 

 Per student costs were also estimated to reach 100,000; 200,000; and 500,000 

students.  Several assumptions were necessary to make this calculation because cost per 

school differs depending on the CMOs’ level of development.  For a detailed description 

of our calculation methodology, see Appendix H.  Costs differ significantly among 

timeframes, as a longer time frame increasingly compounds the number of students 

reached without requiring incremental cost. 

Scale-up Targets: # of Students 100,000 250,000 500,000 

5 year timeframe # of CMOs 

scaled 

42 106 212 

Total cost $182,681,508 $456,703,771 $913,407,542 

Cost per student $1,827 $1,827 $1,827 

10 year 

timeframe 

# of CMOs 

scaled 

16 41 81 

Total cost $86,449,409 $216,123,523 $432,247,045 

Cost per student $865 $865 $865 

20 year 

timeframe 

# of CMOs 

scaled 

9 23 46 

Total cost $48,588,354 $121,470,885 $242,941,770 

Cost per student $486 $486 $486 

 

Mechanisms of Dissemination  
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 Beyond activities in Tennessee, grant funds will also be used to codify and 

disseminate The New Orleans Charter Restart Model in other large urban centers across 

the country.  Specifically, we will be partnering with the The Broad Center to disseminate 

information on the model through their network of current and former fellows of the 

Broad Residency and the Broad Superintendents Academy.  Currently, Broad 

Superintendents Academy alumni are acting as superintendents in over 20 large urban 

districts, including: Detroit, Providence, Pittsburgh, Kansas City, and Oakland. This 

alumni base presents an enormous opportunity to disseminate The New Orleans Charter 

Restart Model to districts across the country. Through both formal and informal 

mechanisms, The Broad Center will disseminate information by: 

 Hosting one Broad Superintendent’s reunion and one Broad Residency reunion in 

New Orleans to showcase The New Orleans Charter Restart Model  

 Hosting a series of webinars on the New Orleans reforms for participants and 

alumni of the Broad Residency and Broad Superintendent’s Academy  

 Disseminating any publications or data to their full network, including the guide 

to The New Orleans Charter Restart Model created by this project  

 Informing and encouraging their alumni network to attend any conferences or 

learning sessions hosted in New Orleans 

 In addition to this collaboration with The Broad Center, we will disseminate 

information through the following activities: 

Dissemination Activity Lead 

Develop a comprehensive “How To” Guide to implementing The New Orleans 

Charter Restart Model (including the creation of turnaround legislation, structure 

and function of the state turnaround arm [RSD], overview of NSNO, process and 

key activities in incubation, charter school selection and support, key success 

factors and obstacles encountered, etc.) 

NSNO 

Provide support to NSNO-like organizations in other districts through technical NSNO 
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assistance and strategic planning  

Support recently-legislated RSD-like take over arms in other states through 

technical assistance and help with strategic planning (e.g., landscape mapping, 

assessing risks and opportunities, determining capacity constraints, etc.), best 

practice sharing (e.g., on managing community relations, data analysis), and 

connecting with experienced turnaround practitioners  

RSD 

Host conferences in New Orleans and Tennessee for their turnaround / charter 

restart communities; extend invitations to interested reform leaders in other states 

and districts to attend to further dissemination 

NSNO and 

TASD 

 

 In addition to the activities described above, dissemination efforts will build on 

the fact that New Orleans is already in the national spotlight because of the bold reforms 

currently underway.  New Orleans is frequently cited in national news outlets as serving 

as a model for other districts (see Appendix H for news articles), and reform leaders, 

including Paul Pastorek (Louisiana State Superintendent) and Paul Vallas (RSD 

Superintendent) frequently speak at high profile education gatherings across the country 

with state and district leaders, and other key influencers.  i3 grant partners will leverage 

this national attention and extensive network of relationships in place to increase 

awareness and adoption of The New Orleans Charter Restart Model. 

 

SECTION F:  SUSTAINABILITY  

 A defining feature of The New Orleans Charter Restart Model is that it builds 

permanent infrastructure to turnaround the bottom 5% of schools in a district. By 

investing in charter operators – rather than in one-time programs – the model utilizes an 

initial investment to build the central office capacity of charter operators that will then be 

able to execute future high-quality school turnarounds. Additionally, the government 

infrastructure needed to support the turnarounds is of minimal cost and can be funded by 

reoccurring public funds.   

Resources to Operate Beyond the Grant 
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Restart Charter School Partners 

 The restart charter schools and CMOs developed through these funds will all be 

financially sustainable through per-pupil revenue streams. Specifically, i3 funds will not 

be granted to an operator for expansion of permanent central office staffing in an amount 

that is in excess of the revenue it will eventually generate from its schools to support 

those roles (using a 6% CMO fee for revenue projections). As such, in advance of full 

enrollment, i3 funds will be used to cover central support for management of operations, 

academics, and finances; but once a CMO has completed its expansion, it will be able to 

sustain itself solely on public revenues. Incubations of new operators, as opposed to the 

scaling of existing operators, will involve upfront funding of basic roles (e.g., School 

Principal, Dean of Curriculum, CMO CEO) before schools open their doors and receive 

public funds. Once they are operational, all incubated schools will receive public funding 

that will be used to finance these personnel going forward.   

The only cost that will not be covered by the per-pupil revenue is future charter 

restart projects after the grant period; however, this cost is budgeted at $340,000 for 

incubation of key school personnel for the year in advance of opening, and can be 

covered by the Federal Public Charter Schools Grant, which provides upwards of 

$600,000 for the creation of new charter schools.  

New Schools for New Orleans (NSNO) 

 

 NSNO has a broad base of financial support to draw upon, including local and 

national partnerships.  NSNO has relationships with over 40 foundations, corporate 

partners, and individuals who have made significant donations.  Examples include: the 

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, the Doris & Donald Fisher Fund, the Eli & Edythe 
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Broad Foundation, New Schools Venture Fund, and the Walton Family Foundation. 

NSNO will draw on these same private sector funders to supply the 20% match for 

federal funds it receives through the i3 grant program. 

Recovery School District and Tennessee Achievement School District  

 Both the RSD and TASD are sustainable entities that receive per pupil funding 

from the state and federal governments.  Most of this funding follows the student, but a 

portion is kept by the entities to fund their essential functions of school portfolio 

management.  The ongoing staff to carry out the technical assistance and support of other 

districts in adopting The New Orleans Charter Restart Model will be determined by the 

level of demand for these services after the life of the grant; the intention, however, is to 

maintain these i3 personnel on staff to continue this work, as it is integral to the missions 

of both organizations. The resources needed to continue this work also will be made 

available through a combination of re-allocation of existing budget to this project and 

modest fees charged to districts and states receiving support.  Specifically, both districts 

can utilize school improvement dollars as well as local and state education funds.   

Support of Stakeholders 

 This partnership has broad support from educational, civic, and funding 

stakeholders.  

Government and Civic Stakeholders 

  Perhaps most significantly, the two official partners to the application are LEAs 

that are the turnaround arms of their respective state departments of education. The 

charter restart model cannot be executed in a high quality and sustainable way without 

governmental support. The fact that both Louisiana and Tennessee have passed 
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legislation that creates permanent turnaround agencies – coupled with the deep 

commitment to the project by the Louisiana Superintendent and the Tennessee 

Commissioner – demonstrate extremely strong civic and SEA support (see Appendix D 

for all governmental letters of support). 

Education Stakeholders 

 Numerous educational stakeholders also support this application. Executing 

charter restart turnarounds is extremely difficult work, and pre-existing partnerships with 

Teach For America, The New Teacher Project, and New Leaders for New Schools will 

go far in ensuring that all educational resources are aligned in supporting the charter 

restart schools. (See Appendix D for all education stakeholders’ letters of support).  

Incorporation of Project Goals Into Ongoing Work  

 

New Schools for New Orleans  

 The project goals are highly aligned with NSNO’s mission.  Following the i3 

grant period, NSNO will continue to fulfill its mission by: incubating new school 

operators and school support providers; expanding the human capital pipeline within 

New Orleans through partnerships with Teach For America, The New Teacher Project, 

New Leaders for New Schools, and others; and supporting a performance-driven system 

of schools whereby failing schools are turned around and high-performing schools are 

able to replicate. Capabilities that are developed and enhanced through this grant – 

primarily restart charter school incubation, CMO scale-up support, and school reviews, 

will be core activities pursued by NSNO after the grant period ends.   

Recovery School District and Tennessee Achievement School District  
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 Both the RSD and the TASD were specifically created to turn around the lowest 

performing schools in their respective states; as such, both will continue their turnaround 

efforts after the grant period. Additionally, the RSD is committed to supporting the 

ongoing replication of The New Orleans Charter Restart Model through technical 

assistance and support to other districts nationwide beyond the period of the grant.  The 

tools and training protocols required to assist in the replication will be created through the 

grant, and the RSD is committed to re-allocating a portion of its existing budget to cover 

the costs of providing technical assistance to other RSD-type entities. The roles being 

established within TASD (e.g., Community Liaison, Data Analyst, incubation Program 

Manager) will be made permanent following the life of the grant using public funding.  

 

SECTION G: QUALITY OF THE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND PERSONNEL 

Management Plan to Achieve Grant Objectives  

 NSNO, RSD, and TASD have created a management plan for this project that 

emphasizes accountability, rigorous performance monitoring, and active stakeholder 

engagement to ensure that grant objectives can be met in a timely and cost-effective 

manner. The four core tenets of the management strategy that will enable successful 

execution are:  

 Dedicated project managers: NSNO, RSD, and TASD will each have a dedicated 

i3 project manager oversee the day-to-day execution of the initiative. The NSNO 

and TASD project managers will be full-time; the RSD project manager will be 

half-time, as she will be supported by 7 fully-dedicated i3 FTEs who will assist 

with many of the administrative tasks required of the project manager. A partially 

dedicated Project Director, someone more senior in the organization who can 
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provide overall project guidance and oversight, will support these project 

managers. In this way, sufficient personnel capacity will be dedicated to 

managing the project’s activities and performance.  

 Rigorous project coordination and performance management: A core 

responsibility of the dedicated personnel at NSNO, RSD, and TASD will be to 

coordinate on-going dialogue among all partners to monitor progress, to identify 

and resolve roadblocks, and to seize new opportunities for expansion and scale-up 

as they emerge. A key tool within this hands-on performance management 

approach will be “dashboards” completed by each partner on a monthly basis 

(monitoring use of federal and non-federal funds, hires made, schools opened, 

students reached, and growth in student achievement). These dashboards will be 

complimented by informal monthly check-ins by NSNO with each official project 

partner, as well as more formal progress report-outs of all project partners 

together once per quarter, providing an opportunity to share best practices and 

lessons learned among the broader i3 project team. 

 Laying the foundation for further scale: The i3 grant program presents a unique 

opportunity to begin taking The New Orleans Charter Restart Model to scale in 

other states and districts by first assisting Tennessee in implementing this model 

of turnaround reform. Inherent in the management strategy for this project is 

continuous learning alongside our partners in Tennessee to understand the pain 

points and roadblocks they encounter as they attempt to replicate the model. By 

having FTEs within NSNO and RSD dedicated to providing technical assistance 

and supporting this scale-up effort in Tennessee, they will respond to these 



 43 

challenges, and likewise document the learnings to ensure that others can benefit 

from the experience as the model is scaled to other regions.  

 On-going engagement of key stakeholders: Our project will not be able to succeed 

without the deep and meaningful engagement of the communities in and around 

the schools we seek to turn around, including parents, teachers, the education 

reform community, funders, and political leaders. Implementation of this project, 

especially in the new Tennessee markets, will depend on  ongoing collaborative 

conversations with Tennessee stakeholders to brainstorm how best to implement 

this project within their specific communities. This collaboration will take the 

form of one-on-one meetings between key stakeholders and i3 Project Directors 

and Managers, as well as group forums to brainstorm, problem-solve, and discuss 

concerns. For these reforms to take root, the entire community must be behind 

them – for this reason, we have FTEs serving as dedicated Community Liaisons at 

both the RSD and TASD to facilitate this process of constructive community 

engagement. 

 The following three exhibits show the management plan.   

Goal #1:  Build the capacity to incubate and expand charter restart operators 

Responsibility Partners Timeline Milestone 

Incubate new restart charter 

operators by recruiting and 

supporting school leaders 

for one year in advance of 

opening 

 

 

 

 

 

Conduct selection process 

for NOLA and TN 

CMOs/charter schools to 

NSNO 

and 

TASD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RSD, 

TASD, 

and  

*Incubate 1 CMO in FY1 in 

NOLA, another in FY4 

*Incubate 1 CMO in TN in 

FY4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*June 21, 2010: Applications 

due, scored on a standardized 

rubric 

Each new CMO 

opens its first school 

by the end of its 

incubation year, and 

those schools achieve 

0.1 effects in both 

reading and math by 

end of year two of 

operation. 

 

Official partners 

announced 

September 1, 2010 
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expand as official partners 

via sub-granting and 

assistance 

 

Efficiently and effectively 

execute sub-grants to CMO 

official partners 

 

 

 

 

Expand current CMO 

operations by preparing to 

open and operate additional 

charter re-start schools 

NSNO 

 

 

 

NSNO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CMOs 

 

 

 

 

 

*August 1, 2010: Applicants 

interviewed 

 

 

*September 2010: NSNO and 

CMOs execute MOU for sub-

granting of funds (see 

Appendix A for sample 

MOU) 

 

 

*Exact timing will vary by 

CMO/charter school based on 

individual expansion plans 

*Incubation year:  hire staff, 

enroll students, liaise with 

community, prepare facility 

 

 

 

 

Funds sub-granted to 

partners as of 

September 30, 2010 

and they are able to 

deploy them 

immediately 

 

24 charter restart 

schools have been 

opened in NOLA and 

TN by expanding 

existing charters or 

CMOs, and those 

schools achieve 0.1 

effects in both 

reading and math by 

end of year two of 

operation. 

 

Goal #2:  Provide infrastructure to sustain restart charter schools 

Responsibility Partners Timeline Milestone 

Connect with the 

community (parents, 

teachers) to foster support 

for turnaround process, also 

increase understanding of 

charters and school 

performance / school choice  

 

RSD, 

TASD 

* During each school’s 

incubation year, have 

community liaison work 

closely with parents and 

teachers in the closing school 

to address concerns, and 

explain the process 

* During each re-start 

school’s first 2 years in 

operation, maintain frequent 

community contact (e.g., 

town hall meetings, home 

visits) to check-in with 

families and community 

leaders, discussing school 

performance data and how to 

exercise school choice 

Each charter re-start 

opens with 

community support; 

there is a 

demonstrable 

increase in parents’ 

knowledge about 

school performance 

by the end of the life 

of the grant 

 

Identify failing schools and 

monitor turnarounds using a 

robust, transparent data 

system   

 

RSD, 

TASD 

* Recruit data analysts in 

October 2010, onboard by 

November 

* By spring 2011, data 

collection system and 

standardized reporting tools 

After FY1 of the 

grant, data systems 

exist to identify 

failing schools and 

monitor long-term 

performance  
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should be active   

Conduct twice annual 

school reviews to monitor 

school performance and 

convene charter restart 

leaders to share learnings 

and drive continuous 

improvement 

 

NSNO, 

TASD 

*Twice annually, conduct a 

thorough school review of 

each charter re-start created 

with i3 grant support 

* Convene the turn-around 

communities in NOLA and 

TN once annually to discuss 

school review results and 

findings, and share best 

practices 

School review 

reports issued within 

2 weeks of each 

review; 5 turnaround 

convenings held in 

each state over 

course of the grant 

 

 

Goal #3:  Take strategy to scale by codifying and replicating The New Orleans Charter Re-

start Model 

Responsibility Partners Timeline Milestone 

Provide technical 

assistance to 

districts outside 

NOLA looking to 

implement The 

New Orleans 

Charter Restart 

Model 

NSNO, 

RSD 

* October 2010: hire one FTE at 

NSNO and one at RSD to 

provide technical assistance and 

strategic planning support to 

NSNO-like and RSD-like 

organizations in other districts, 

as well as CMOs, engaged in 

charter restarts 

Tennessee, NSNO and 

RSD’s first partner 

district, is able to open 

eight charter restart 

schools by the end of the 

life of the grant.  

Document The 

New Orleans 

Charter Restart 

Model and 

disseminate 

widely 

 

NSNO * October 2010: hire 0.5 FTE to 

document model 

* October 2010-October 2011: 

Conduct research (data analysis, 

interviews of NOLA education 

stakeholders, school visits, etc.) 

to produce an instructional guide 

to implementing The New 

Orleans Charter Restart Model 

* Following publication of 

guide, Scale-up Manager at 

NSNO responsible for 

continuously updating the guide 

with learnings from TN 

experience taking to scale 

At end of FY1, the guide 

to The New Orleans 

Charter Restart Model is 

complete and available 

online, and dissemination 

efforts have begun. By the 

end of the life of the grant 

conversations have been 

had with at least 3-5 

additional districts 

interested in replicating 

the model to lay the 

foundation for further 

scale-up.  

 

Qualifications of Key Project Personnel 

Relevant training and experience in managing complex projects 

 Sarah Usdin, CEO of New Schools for New Orleans, will provide overall 

leadership for NSNO and all official partners as the i3 Project Director. In this role, she 
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will directly oversee the NSNO personnel implementing the project day-to-day, assist 

them in trouble-shooting, provide guidance on emerging issues, and serve as the project’s 

key ambassador (e.g., at speaking engagements to promote The New Orleans Charter 

Restart Model in other states/districts as part of scaling strategy). She will also oversee 

the i3 activities conducted by the official partners in the project, ensuring milestones are 

reached and assisting where needed to improve collaboration. Approximately 10% of 

Usdin’s time will focus on oversight of the i3 project. Usdin has spent nearly 20 years as 

an education reform leader, beginning her career in the classroom as a TFA teacher in 

Baton Rouge, and then serving as TFA’s Executive Director in Louisiana. In this role, 

she clearly demonstrated her capacity to manage complex projects, coordinating teacher 

placement and development in New Orleans and in twenty other communities in 

Louisiana. As founder and CEO of NSNO, Usdin’s management ability has enabled her 

organization to collaborate effectively with partners to eliminate the New Orleans teacher 

shortage, to launch eight schools that will serve 5,500 students, to train 36 NOLA charter 

school boards, and to invest in three local CMOs, a parent organizing network, two data-

driven instruction support providers, and a SPED cooperative. Usdin’s deep knowledge 

of education in Louisiana, paired with her national presence as an expert and practitioner 

in the education reform movement, render her an ideal candidate to lead this effort.   

 Supporting Usdin will be Neerav Kingsland, NSNO’s Chief Strategy Officer. A 

graduate of Yale Law School, Kingsland has worked at NSNO since its inception and 

currently assists the CEO in developing and executing NSNO’s strategy in the areas of 

human capital, charter school development, school support providers, and governance. 

Specifically, he drafted a strategic plan for an educational fund that aims to invest $25 
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million in the New Orleans reform movement. He has helped manage several of NSNO’s 

more complex project, including: launching and supporting of charter schools; managing 

partnerships with national human capital providers such as The New Teacher Project, 

New Leaders for New Schools, and Teach For America; and supporting both the state 

and the district in major policy initiatives, including Race to the Top and School 

Improvement Grants. Kingsland will devote 50% of his time to serving as the i3 Project 

Supervisor, providing direct oversight for the full-time i3 Program Manager, as well as 

the other new FTEs brought onboard at NSNO to conduct the i3 program activities. 

 Collaborating closely with Usdin and Kingsland will be Rayne Martin, Reform 

Director of the Recovery School District, who will serve as the Project Director for the 

RSD team. Martin has 13 years of experience as an executive manager developing and 

implementing complex projects within public service organizations in crisis. She has 

operated effectively both in managing daily operations (finances, academics, 

communications, staffing, IT, and operations) of the RSD and in providing overall 

leadership, writing the RSD strategic plan and aligning local, state, and national resources 

against it (which led to the largest academic gains in New Orleans history). Martin 

created detailed performance scorecards to monitor RSD’s progress toward its strategic 

goals, and has anchored this emphasis on accountability and results in her management 

and implementation of special projects for the Superintendent. Approximately 10% of 

Martin’s time will focus on overseeing the i3 project.  Martin will work with RSD 

Superintendent Paul Vallas, who will also provide overall support and guidance for the 

project, in addition to serving as one of its ambassadors as we scale the model out of 



 48 

state.  See Martin’s and Vallas’ resumes/biographies in Appendix C for more detail on 

their experience in implementing complex projects.  

 Wanda Anderson-Guillaume, RSD’s Chief Academic Officer, who will serve as 

the Project Manager for RSD i3 activities, will support Martin. 50% of Anderson-

Guillaume’s time will be dedicated to managing the i3 project; she will have seven other 

FTEs at RSD fully dedicated to i3 and assisting her with the day-to-day administrative 

tasks, so her time will be spent mostly overseeing their work, providing guidance, and 

reporting out on RSD’s work to other i3 project leaders within the partnership. Anderson-

Guillaume is a Native New Orleanian with 20 years of experience in public education. 

She has served as the principal of Bienville Elementary School, George O. Mondy 

Elementary School, Lafayette Elementary School, and Joseph A. Craig Elementary 

School.  As the Chief Academic Officer of the Recovery School District, Anderson-

Guillaume currently manages curriculum and instruction, including monitoring all data 

(especially state testing) – a skill set that will be immensely valuable during our project 

evaluation efforts. She also ensures compliance with all state and federal programmatic 

regulations and manages all state and federal grants, another skill set that is highly 

relevant to managing RSD’s i3 program.  

 As the Tennessee Achievement School District is a newly-established entity, the 

majority of i3 project oversight will be supplied by its new leadership once they are 

installed. The TASD Superintendent will spend 20% of his/her time providing overall i3 

project leadership and guidance at the TASD; similar to the other official partner 

organizations, TASD will also hire a full-time i3 Project Manager to facilitate daily 

operations of the program. Complimenting this team will be Eric Hilgendorf, the Director 
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of Charter Schools and Choice at the Tennessee Department of Education. He will devote 

10% of his time to coordinating relationships between the TASD and charter operators 

for the purposes of i3 activities. Hilgendorf is responsible for overseeing monitoring, 

evaluation, compliance, and implementation issues directly related to the cultivation of 

high-quality charter schools, and for building the infrastructure of the Tennessee public 

charter schools. 

Relevant Training and Experience in Designing and Conducting Experimental / 

Quasi-Experimental Studies of Educational Initiatives 

 As stated in Section D on the Project Evaluation, this core project management 

team will be augmented by an external evaluator, who will be chosen specifically on the 

basis of his/her experience in designing and conducting experimental and quasi-

experimental studies of charter schools and turnaround efforts that have had strong 

external and/or internal validity, and ideally both. Qualifications for the external 

evaluator are articulated in more detail in Section D.  The external evaluator will be 

complimented by a project team with deep knowledge of education reform in the New 

Orleans context to leverage as the basis for evaluation design and implementation. 

 

 

 
 

 



show names

show group subtotals 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 07/08/2010 10:15 AM  

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: New Schools for New Orleans -- , - , (U396B100118)  

Reader #1:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  17  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  18  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  8  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 

1  0  



Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 63 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 18: 84.396B  
Reader #1:  
Applicant: New Schools for New Orleans -- , - , (U396B100118)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 



supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

In an environment of creating high quality CMO's to operate charter schools, 
the applicant has identified a strong need for this project.   
 
Rubric used to select charter operators appears to be well 
developed.  (appendix H) This is important because the select of the potential 
charter operators is essential to the long-term success of the project.  The 
rubric indicates the selection criteria is quantifiable.   
 
 
Personnel Chart located on page e0 in the budget narrative section is 
comprehensive and provides scale up personnel by category, position and 
location.  This type of pre-planning indicates a high level degree of strategic 
thought and planning occurred, with seemingly, buy-in by all stakeholders.   
 
The concept of re-starting charter schools and placing them under the 
management of a high quality management organization is extremely 
relevant and timely.  It is commonly accepted that low performing charters 
need to be closed.  This project, allowing for a re-start, will keep students in 
place in the school they have chosen to attend.  This minimizes further 
educational disruption for these students and address the educational needs 
of the student and the educational goals of the school.  

 
Weaknesses 

Applicant has described two tiered goals; each quite lofty (develop 
permanent infrastructure to turn around 5% of low performing schools AND 
replicate the model in two additional cities out of state).  The goals should be 
split and each goal should be a separate project. (page e7) 

 

Reader's Score: 17 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  



 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 



Applicant has been working in New Orleans since Hurricane Katrina so the 
applicant is aware of cultural issues and barriers to achievement, and 
political landscapes within New Orleans ( page e16) 
 
Applicant appropriately discussed the ability of the partners (RSD and 
TASD) to manage large scale projects.  ( page e21,22).  RSD, of course, has 
made its mark on educational reform, even under the most gravest of 
educational conditions this country has ever seen. In spite of the devastating 
after effects of Katrina and very deep and broad challenges facing the school 
district during the recovery efforts, RSD has managed to experience laudable 
achievement data and educational outcomes for its students.  According to 
the project design, TASD is interested in replicating RSD's model and, 
hopefully, outcomes.  RSD will play a major part in helping TASD to close 
its persistently failing schools and re-open them under a stronger and more 
unified system with high expectations and goals.  RSD has proven they are 
capable of a task of this magnitude. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Applicant does not demonstrate any experience in working with large scale 
projects outside of New Orleans.  New Orleans was an aberration.  With the 
large scale destruction of Katrina the district had to rebuild and restart.  This 
reader believes the applicant may have minimized the resistance to 
institutional change on the part of the local community of TASD.  Despite 
TASD having committed to the project the district may find itself receiving 
resistance from stakeholders.  TASD, thankfully, does not find itself in the 
emergency relief situation New Orleans was in.  The application would have 
been strengthened if this potential resistance to change were acknowledged.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 



information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Applicant has described an organizational infrastructure designed to address 
the high number of students impacted by the project as well as the personnel 
requirements.  ( page e31) 
 
Newly formed schools will have an organic pipeline of teachers and school 
leaders through the applicant's partnership with Teach for America, New 
Teachers for New Orleans etc.  (page e34) 
 
The plan calls for and describes broad and deep dissemination of project 
results. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
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6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Applicant has secured the support of critical stakeholders that will allow for 
support throughout the duration of the project.  ( page e 37). 
 
Applicant has financial resources to implement the project ( page e 37) 
 



Applicant has a significant amount of funders to assist with sustainability 
efforts  ( page e38) 
 
The project requires systemic infrastructure and doesn't heavily rely on 
critical personnel to sustain the project.  This supports the potential that the 
project can continue beyond the grant timeline. 
 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The applicant planned for dedicated managers to oversee the management  
of the project.  (page e41) 
 
Applicant provided detail of a management plan which demonstrates the  
applicant has a deep grasp of the tasks and activities associated with the 
project.  (page e43) 
 
Identified key management is qualified. The identified key management 
brings relevant experience, both in educational planning  and in business 



operations) to the project.   
 
Timelines, tasks, and milestones have been identified for key 
management.  This is instrumental to the project success by outlining 
accountability as well as offering support and on-going communication 
between all project personnel. 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Applicant does not appear to have management representation from the 
office  
of the State Director of Charter Schools. This reader would not have 
expected to see active participation from the State level but this project is 
designed to directly, and longitudinally, impact the charter schools of the 
New Orleans area.  Even though RSD is involved and is a major influence on 
the project, this reader would have expected to see the buy-in from the state 
level.  State level participation, albeit third party, would strengthen the 
project outcomes and help pave the way for any barriers that may arise 
during project implementation. 

 

Reader's Score: 8 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade.



Strengths 

Applicant did not address.  

 
Weaknesses 
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2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Applicant did not address.  

 
Weaknesses 
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3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 



defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Applicant did not address.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

Applicant did not address.  

 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

This is a courageous application that seeks to take NSNO?s drastic, proven model 
of school turnaround, expand it in its city, state, with its neighbors, and 
nationally.  The applicant and its partners, have extraordinary records of student 
achievement in their schools, where the charter restart model has been 
allowed?through the tragedy of a natural disaster?to pilot, incubate, and 
grow.  The objectives of the proposal are strong and measurable.   
 
The model is based on achievement and what is right for children, NOT on the 
comfort of adults.  Students get only one chance at K-12, so educators running 
schools under this proposal get only one chance to get it right; if they don't, 
they're out,which is as it should be. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 



(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The project's goals and objectives are strong, measurable, and attainable, 
especially in light of the extraordinary experience of the applicant. 
 
The plan is exceptional: it does not allow for vacillation, but takes the 
urgency of the educational crises in which Louisiana's children are living 
very seriously, by closing down the failing schools and reopening them with 
expert management, only. 
 
The proposal seeks to truly validate the charter restart model as directed as a 
turnaround option by USED, which, although seriously underutilized, has 
been very successful in the 1% of schools where it has been used. 
 
Under this model, failing school operators, whether district, charter, non-
profit, or university, are not allowed to continue to operate failing 
schools.  The model is based on achievement and what is right for children, 
NOT on the comfort of adults.  This exceptional plan acknowledges that 
students get only one chance at K-12, so educators get only one chance to get 
it right; if they don't, they're out, which is as it should be. 
 
The populations served by this proposal, in New Orleans, Nashville, and 
Memphis, are almost wholly at-risk and educationally underserved. 
 
The competitive process for choosing charter operators under this proposal is 
truly innovative, and the history of and plan for continued stakeholder 
involvement in the process is imperative to is success. 

 
Weaknesses 



None Found  
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2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 



demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has demonstrated important experience with complex projects: 
After the horror of Katrina, courageous educators in New Orleans jumped in 
and changed the failing educational system of the city.  New Schools for 
New Orleans recruited experts from across the country to develop a restart 
model that has given New Orleans students a chance at success. 
 
The NSNO restart schools are in the top quartile of LA's recovery school 
district schools 
 
Partner Recovery School District of LA manages a yearly $180M budget and 
directly runs 33 schools, and has a record of closing underperforming 
schools, and not allowing them to languish, because that is the easy way out. 
 
RSD has experience managing both charter and district operators   
 
RSD's schools have shown student success ranging from 11 to 26 times the 
state average growth in different grades and subjects 
 
As an arm of the TN Dept of Education, TASD is directly involved in the 
management of statewide projects 

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 



applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicants have a realistic projection for the number of schools and 
students to be affected by the proposal 
 
This is a stimulating proposal that will finally bring to scale the RTTT and 
SIG restart turnaround model, using a well researched, evaluated, and 
carefully planned system that does not discriminate against private or public 
charter school operators, but only discriminates in terms of quality and 
results. 
 
The dissemination plan, using the resources of the Broad Institute to train a 
cadre of turnaround/restart specialists is efficient on many levels 
 
The NSNO program is already nationally known and has already garnered 
much interest from other LEA's and SEA's 
 
The project personnel are time and talent-tested stars on the education reform 
scene, whose experience, passion, and abilities are beyond qualified 
 
The strategy will support a system of quality. Qualified CMO's in cities in 
need of restart 
 
The strategy for scaling efforts in Tennessee is well organized and supported 
 
Because so many roadblocks had to be overcome in New Orleans when 
NSNO was begun, the organization knows how to overcome adversity when 
commencing projects. 
 
The comprehensive "How to Guide" that will be published and made 
available in tandem with the program (by the Broad Foundation) is 
incredibly important to the program's replication and dissemination 

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 



 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Sustainability of future restart models for NSNO, RSD, and TASD has all 
been calculated as part of government per pupil costs and government 
charter start-up fees 
 
NSNO has presented evidence of very broad national foundation support, as 
well as support from the legislatures and DOE's of Louisiana, Tennessee, 
and the cities in which the programs will be implemented  

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 



Numerous full-time personnel are dedicated to managing and monitoring the 
project by each of the partners 
 
Partners have also dedicated full-time personnel to the scale-up of the 
program 
 
A detailed and reasonable timeline, milestones, and partner responsibilities 
have been included in the proposal 
 
Extremely and exceptionally qualified key project personnel are attached to 
the program 

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

Applicant does not address this priority  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 



Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Priority not addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Priority not adressed  

 
Weaknesses 



 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

Priority Not Addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/06/2010 7:30 PM    

 



 
show names

show group subtotals 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 07/07/2010 2:26 PM  

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: New Schools for New Orleans -- , - , (U396B100118)  

Reader #3:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant provides evidence of moderate evidence (as defined in the 
Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed strategy will have a 
statistically significant, substantial, and important effect on improving 
student achievement.  
 
The description of the magnitude of the effect size - moving students from 
the 37th percentile to the 67th percentile in four years would measurably 
improve student achievement over the course of the grant.  



 
According to the proposal, the project will only invite schools with positive 
effect sizes with students of high needs populations. This is a strength of the 
project in that it will increase the likelihood of overall project success by 
replicating systems and methods that have a record of success.  

 
Weaknesses 

None found.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 



 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

This is a well-thought out and well-planned evaluation plan that takes into 
consideration the implementation variables that support successful 
implementation and outcomes variables that will provide information about 
which variables have the greatest impact in charter school implementation.  
 
The project plan includes a quasi-experimental pre- and post-test design with 
a matched sample - meeting the requirement that the evaluation is a well-
designed quasi-experimental study.  
 
The plan to provide the project team and individual charter schools with 
information based on the quantitative data and the results of the Performance 
Management Rubric meet the requirement to provide performance feedback 
that will measure progress towards achieving intended outcomes.  
 
The elements under study in the planned evaluation - effectiveness of 
government agencies in facilitating turnarounds, effectiveness of nonprofits 
in supporting turnarounds, and effectiveness of charter schools in executing 
turnarounds - will identify the elements that affected effective and 
ineffective implementation to inform replication efforts.  
 
The budget for the evaluation plan is large and should be sufficient to 
complete the proposed plan. The general estimate of 10% - 20% of the 
budget for evaluation is generous in this case, as the project budget is so 
large. It is possible that an evaluation with the level of rigor described in this 
proposal can be completed for a lesser amount.  
 
The proposal indicates that an independent evaluator will be chosen to 
conduct the evaluation.  

 



Weaknesses 

Although the proposal identifies a process by which an independent 
evaluator will be chosen, there is the likelihood that the evaluation plan will 
not be implemented as planned. The chosen evaluator may suggest changes 
to the evaluation plan. The plan would have been strengthened with the 
identification of an evaluation provider with the skills and capacity to 
implement the proposed plan.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 



 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 



cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/07/2010 2:26 PM    
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  15  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  15  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 30 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant's research base for the proposed program is robust in that the 
research base is a quasi-experimental study of student achievement outcomes 
in New Orleans schools reported in 2010.  Results from the study produced 
moderate internal validity and moderate external validity.  This research base 
is directly related to the applicant's proposed program, providing significant 
support for the proposed program.  Moreover, the research base 
demonstrates significant effect on the achievement of students who attended 
the study's charter schools in New Orleans.  



 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 



other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The applicant's proposed evaluation is well designed as it is a quasi-
experimental design using a matched longitudinal sample, the same 
evaluative design as was used in the study described in Section B for the 
applicant's research base.  The proposed evaluation is a thorough 
examination of its program as it addresses student outcomes, organizational 
outcomes, and replication outcomes through measures of student 
performance, government structure, accountability and effectiveness, and 
project expansion to other cities. Moreover, the evaluation is particularly 
strong in assessing replication as data collection will include information 
about school context and school conditions, as well as school operations and 
leadership.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 



expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 



director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant proposes an innovative approach to improving consistently 
low achieving schools as well as providing important support to build the 
capacity and effectiveness of charter schools. 
The applicant provides clear goals and objectives that are based on their 
experiences in one district that is now expanding to an additional state. The 
project goal of turning around 27 schools and creating 3 new charter 
management teams is ambitious, especially the expansion of the project to 
two additional school districts. 
The project has an explicit strategy to build the capacity of charter school 
management teams which addresses a largely unmet need.  

 
Weaknesses 

The weakest element in the proposed strategy is the selection of Charter 
Operators.  While the applicant has provided clear selection criteria with 
student achievement as the governing criteria, the applicant does not address 
the potential size of the pool operators.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  



 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The eligible applicant - New Schools for New Orleans (NSNO) - is 
experienced in managing the scale-up in one district and working closely and 
effectively with its partner there. 
The achievement results cited in the application are impressive. 

 
Weaknesses 

The one important possible weakness is whether or not the original cite is so 
unique that the experience gained will not translate to another location. The 



questions surrounding whether or not the original site was so unique and so 
needy that the results may have come from any intervention needs to be 
accounted for as the project moves to TN. This possible weakness has called 
some of the achievement gains into question.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 



the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant has an ambitious plan to reach approximately 15,000 students 
in 27 schools in New Orleans and Tennessee. The majority of the students 
will be in New Orleans. The target population is the bottom 5% of schools in 
the three target LEAs: New Orleans, Memphis, and Nashville. While this 
might be a test of the applicant, they have the partners and resources in place 
to meet it. The applicant has been very clear on the length of time and 
resources it will take to bring the project to scale. 
The project has great potential to be replicated, if successful given the 
interest in and need for turnaround models. 
The applicant has an appropriate dissemination plan.  

 
Weaknesses 

The cost of building this type of capacity with low-performing districts may 
be the only difficult aspect of bringing the project to scale.  
The applicant will need to be aware of the costs as interest in this project 
grows.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 



as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The support for the project in New Orleans is evident in the application as 
are the resources to continue the project with local and foundation dollars. 
The applicant has identified numerous avenues to continue (and Expand) the 
program. 
Because of the success of the project, it has been incorporated into the work 
not only of the applicant but at the state level as well.  

 
Weaknesses 

The only weakness in this section is the issue of stakeholder support in 
Tennessee. While a letter from the Chief State School Officer is included, 
there is little indication if stakeholders in Memphis and Nashville support the 
project. Without public support at the local level, the project may have a 
difficult time.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management plan is organized by Goal areas and includes 
activities/responsibilities that support the Goals, timelines, and more 



importantly milestones that can be used to track progress. This level of detail 
will be important to track activities at two distant sites ensuring that the 
project operates on-time and within budget. 
The oversight team is very qualified to manage this work. The team in New 
Orleans is very experienced not only in starting-up complex projects but also 
managing them with positive results. The guidance (and credibility) of Paul 
Vallas will be especially important during the start-up in TN. 
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant proposes to hire a director for the Tennessee project as well as 
the external evaluator.  While this is appropriate at this time in the possible 
funding cycle, the selection criteria for these two positions needed to be 
made more explicit in the application.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The priority is not addressed  

 



Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The priority is not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 



The priority is not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The priority is not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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Northeast Tennessee College and Career Ready Consortium 

Part III – Project Narrative 
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Responses to Absolute and Competitive Preference Priorities 

(Absolute Priority 3) Innovations that Complement the Implementation of High Standards and 

High-Quality Assessments 

The Northeast Tennessee College and Career Ready Consortium (henceforth referred to 

as the “Consortium”) will improve the supply of academically rigorous courses and under-

represented students’ access to, participation in, and completion of these courses in 15 local 

education agencies (LEAs) in Northeast Tennessee.  Specifically, the project will expand the 

supply of Advanced Placement courses; Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematic 

(STEM) courses; upper-level foreign language courses; advanced Career and Technical (CTE) 

courses; and dual enrollment courses.  Although all students will benefit from these courses, the 

program is designed to specifically target under-represented students.  The increased supply of 

these rigorous courses will be critical in supporting the implementation of Tennessee’s new 

college and career-ready standards adopted under the Tennessee Diploma Project in 2007 and the 
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likely adoption of the Common Core Standards in July 2010 by the State Board of Education. 

(Competitive Preference Priority 6) Innovations that Support College Access and Success 

The Consortium will improve students’ preparedness for college; help students 

understand issues of college affordability, financial aid, and college application processes; and 

provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults.  Specifically, the project 

includes six college and career-ready counselors who will serve to two to three LEAs each.  

These counselors will: (1) help school leaders identify students from under-represented 

populations who will excel in rigorous coursework; (2) coordinate a series of workshops and 

seminars at each high school on issues relating to college expectations, college affordability, 

college application processes, and financial aid processes (some of these workshops will feature 

former alumni who are successfully enrolled in college); (3) coordinate a series of college visits 

for high school students; (4) train district and school-level personnel as well as a small-group of 

community leaders to provide college and career-counseling support to individual students and; 

(5) provide individualized counseling to both high-potential and at-risk students from under-

represented populations.  These counselors are modeled on a successful team of seven career and 

college-counselors in Greene County Schools. 

(Competitive Preference Priority 8 – Innovations that Serve Schools in Rural LEAs) 

This project serves 15 LEAs located in rural Appalachia in the northeastern corner of 

Tennessee.  Five of the participating LEAs are defined as rural based upon federal RLIS 

guidelines.  These rural LEAs include 44 schools serving 22,559 students, including nine high 

schools serving 6,119 students.  The average unemployment rate in March 2010 in these LEAs 

was 15.8% compared to a state average of 10.6%; the median household income was $29,718 

compared to a state average of $43,610; the percent of the population with a high school diploma 

was 61.3% compared to a state average of 75.9%; and the percent of the population with a 
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Bachelor’s degree was 9.0% compared to a state average of 19.6%.
1
  Within the 15 participating 

LEAs, six high schools (21%) are classified as rural-distant and an additional six (21%) are 

classified as rural-fringe according to National Center for Educational Statistics local codes.2 

While the project serves 15 LEAs, it is designed in three ways to leverage the resources 

of the more densely populated LEAs to address some of the particular challenges of the more 

rural LEAs.  First, the distance learning classes will primarily leverage highly qualified teachers 

in the more densely populated districts to teach rigorous courses to students in the more rural 

districts.  Although highly qualified teachers in rural districts will also be offering some distance 

learning courses to students in more densely populated areas, a survey of all 15 participating 

districts showed that the vast majority of distance learning already occurring in the region was 

leveraging teachers in the more densely populated districts to teach students in the more rural 

districts.  Second, the Consortium will leverage the resources of the more densely populated 

LEAs to help purchase online learning courses that rural districts by themselves could not afford 

to purchase.  As described later in this proposal, the Consortium will only purchase courses that 

all members of the Consortium can use on a recurring basis without paying a per pupil licensing 

fee.  Third, the Consortium will help fund college- and career-counselors that will be shared 

across mini-consortia of two to three LEAs.  Although the more densely populated LEAs could 

potentially fund these positions by themselves, the more rural LEAs would likely be unable to do 

so if they were not sharing the cost with better resourced LEAs.  

Section A: Need for the Project and Project Design 

(A-1): Need, Project Design, and Innovation 

 Historically, Tennessee has had some of the nation’s lowest standards, receiving an “F” 

for “truth in advertising” on the U.S. Chamber of Commerce’s 2007 Leaders to Laggards 

report.3  In response, in 2007 the Tennessee State Board of Education – under the guidance of 
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Governor Phil Bredesen – launched the Tennessee Diploma Project (TDP), which substantially 

raised the state’s K-12 standards and increased high school graduation requirements, requiring 

all students to take four years of math (instead of three) and three years of a lab science (instead 

of two) to graduate high school.  The Tennessee Diploma Project is modeled on the American 

Diploma Project of Achieve, Inc., which Governor Bredesen now co-chairs. 

 Tennessee was fortunate to win Race to the Top funding in Round I of the competition.  

As a result, the State Board of Education is expected to adopt the Common Core Standards in 

July 2010, raising the state’s standards even further.  Approximately $3.1 million of Race to the 

Top funds is dedicated to training teachers on how to teach the new standards using a train-the-

trainer model.  However, no Race to the Top funds are set aside to support the expansion of 

rigorous coursework necessary to meet the new high school graduation requirements and better 

prepare students for college or a career.  For the Tennessee Diploma Project, Common Core 

Standards, and Race to the Top to have their full impact in Tennessee, the state needs a scalable, 

sustainable model of how districts can offer more rigorous courses to students, especially 

students in under-represented populations and rural areas. 

 Nowhere is this challenge more apparent than in the Appalachian region of Northeast 

Tennessee.  As the chart below illustrates, Northeast Tennessee lags behind the state average on 

key economic and education indicators including unemployment rate, median income, and the 

percent of the population with a high school diploma and Bachelor’s degree.  The five counties 

labeled as rural under federal RLIS guidelines, and which this grant specifically targets, fair even 

worse on these indicators than the entire Northeast region.  Among these five counties, none is 

more disadvantaged than Hancock County, which many would argue is the poorest county in the 

state with an unemployment rate of 17.3%, a median income of $23,526, and only 55.9% and 

10.2% of its citizens possessing a high school degree and Bachelor’s degree respectively. 
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 National Tennessee Northeast TN Rural Northeast TN 

Unemployment Rate4 9.7% 10.6% 12.8% 15.8% 

Median Income5 $52,029 $43,610 $33,880 $29,718 

% Population with 

High School diploma6 

80.4% 75.9% 69.7% 61.3% 

% Population with 

Bachelor’s degree7 

24.4% 19.6% 14.9% 9.0% 

 

In addition to these broad economic and educational disadvantages, Northeast Tennessee 

faces several specific challenges in delivering rigorous coursework that can best be understood in 

the context of a simple supply and demand model.  First, there is currently a very limited supply 

of rigorous courses in the region to meet the existing demand.  For example, in a survey of 15 

LEAs in the region, 14 reported they were not able to provide as many rigorous courses as they 

would like.  In addition, for the purposes of this grant, the SAS Institute has used its proprietary 

statistical model that utilizes a student’s previous TCAP, end-of-course, and ACT PLAN scores 

to predict that approximately 1,318 students in the region would be likely to excel in a wide array 

of Advanced Placement or other college-level science classes.  However, only 648 students were 

participating in such courses, with 10 of 15 LEAs saying that they cannot offer as many 

advanced science courses as they would like.  There is also a dearth of Advanced Placement 

courses in the region.  For example, ten of the 28 high schools offer no AP courses, an additional 

12 high schools offer AP courses to less than 5% of their students, and an additional 12 high 

schools offer one AP courses to less than 10% of their students.  The second problem is that 

there is not adequate demand for rigorous coursework in the region.  The new graduation 

requirements of the Tennessee Diploma Project, which went into effect for the 2009-10 freshman 

class, will go a long way in increasing the demand for rigorous coursework.  However, the 

requirements of the Tennessee Diploma Project are intended as a minimum requirement, and 

many students could increase their chances of success in college or a career by going beyond 
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these minimum requirements.  Because of the region’s relatively low high school and Bachelor’s 

degree attainment rates, the region lacks a strong career and college-going culture and, as a 

result, is not demanding an adequate amount of rigorous coursework.  Third, the region has a 

problem matching the existing demand and existing supply of rigorous courses.  In school 

systems where there is sufficient capacity to deliver rigorous courses, this supply is not being 

maximized.  For example, several affluent, well-resourced LEAs in the region offer advanced 

courses that often have empty seats in them – seats that students in another district that is unable 

to offer these courses could be filling. 

The Northeast Tennessee College and Career Ready Consortium aims to simultaneously 

address these challenges by scaling up successful programs from the region in a cohesive way 

that can be sustained after the grant period ends and become a model for other areas of the state 

and nation.  Specifically, this grant will scale up: (1) the course supply and demand study 

conducted semi-annually by the Northeast Tennessee Distance Learning Consortium; (2) the 

distance learning courses provided by the Northeast Tennessee Distance Learning Consortium; 

(3) the online learning courses provided by the Niswonger Learning Center; (4) AP courses 

which have been provided at scale in Johnson City Schools and Hamblen County Schools; (5) 

dual enrollment programs modeled on the Educate and Grow program in Kingsport, Tennessee; 

and (6) the college counselor program in Greene County Schools.  Each of these six programs 

shall be discussed in turn.  The Consortium will include all 15 LEAs located in Northeast 

Tennessee that have at least one high school.  Together, these LEAs and their two feeder K-8 

LEAs serve 84,340 students, including 26,910 high school students.  Over the five-year grant 

period, the project will result in students enrolling in 45,646 additional rigorous courses, with 

students enrolling in 15,804 additional rigorous courses on an ongoing basis after the grant 

period concludes. 
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 The first successful program that will be scaled up is the semi-annual course supply and 

demand review currently conducted by the Northeast Tennessee Distance Learning Consortium.  

This consortium, which currently includes seven schools in Northeast Tennessee, was 

established by the Niswonger Foundation to increase and coordinate distance learning courses 

across LEAs in the region.  With this grant, these semi-annual meetings will be expanded to 

include discussions on the supply and demand of distance learning, online learning, Advanced 

Placement, and dual enrollment courses across the entire 15 LEA region.  These meetings will 

assist project, district, and school staffs in planning and coordinating course offerings for the 

upcoming semester.  The Consortium will prioritize the provision of STEM, foreign-language, 

CTE, and other upper-level courses.  Meetings will be led by the Project Director and attended 

by key project personnel (see Section G-2); representatives from each of the participating LEAs, 

high schools, and higher education institutions; an analyst from SAS; and the formative 

evaluation team.  These meetings will be informed by annual analyses from SAS that use TCAP, 

end-of-course, and PLAN data to predict the number of students who are likely to excel in 

various rigorous courses as well as by quarterly formative reports provided by CNA Education, 

the grant’s external evaluator (see Section D-2). 

 The second program that will be scaled up is the Northeast Tennessee Distance Learning 

Consortium itself.  As referenced above, this consortium currently includes 17 schools in 

Northeast Tennessee.  In 2008-09, 435 students participated in distance learning courses through 

this consortium, and completion rates for the courses have risen from 30% in 2006-07 to 85% in 

2008-09, largely because of the new leadership of Jason Horne (the consortium’s part-time 

director).  The consortium has improved access to rigorous courses, such as German I and II in 

Greeneville City Schools and French I and II in Johnson County, that LEAs previously could not 

offer because they either could not find a qualified teacher or could not justify the cost of 
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providing the course to a small number of students.  With this grant, the Consortium will be 

expanded to include 11 additional high schools.  Each school will participate in one distance 

learning course per 1,000 students (either as the school offering the course or the school 

receiving the course) in Spring 2011, three distance learning courses per 1,000 students in the 

2011-12 school year, five distance learning courses per 1,000 students in the 2012-13 school 

year, and eight distance learning courses per 1,000 students in all subsequent years of the grant 

and on an ongoing basis after the grant period ends.  Teachers leading these courses will be 

selected based on their Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) scores and other 

objective measures of student achievement and will receive professional development from the 

project’s Instructional Coaches.  These six Instructional Coaches will be experts in specific 

subject areas (e.g., math, science, language arts, social sciences, foreign language, and CTE) and 

will be funded for the first five semesters of the grant to provide ongoing instructional coaching 

to distance learning, online learning, Advanced Placement, and dual enrollment instructors to 

ensure all instruction is of a high-quality.  Facilitators will receive training through the 

Greeneville Professional Development Center.  Teachers leading a course will not be provided a 

stipend as such duties will be part of their regular teaching course load, but teachers facilitating 

the distance education course in the receiving school (often during their planning period) will 

receive a $2,500 stipend.  The scheduling and coordination of these courses and the professional 

development for facilitators will be led by the project’s Distance Learning Coordinator (see 

Section G-2).  All participating LEAs will also receive technology sub-grants to purchase 

distance and online learning equipment as needed in Fall 2010.   

 The third program the grant will scale up is the online learning courses provided by the 

Niswonger Learning Center.  Currently, the Center is partnering with Bristol Tennessee City 

Schools to provide free access to locally-developed online courses.  Currently, the Center has 22 
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online courses that have been developed locally and approved by the State Board of Education.  

As of the 2008-09 school year, 200 students in eight different LEAs had completed at least one 

course.  With this grant, the Center will significantly expand its online course offerings both by 

developing more courses locally and by purchasing online courses from proven providers.  

Moving forward, only teachers with high TVAAS scores will be permitted to develop online 

courses locally, and mostly only in partnership with high-quality outside partners.  For example, 

the Center is currently partnering with the University of Tennessee and Oak Ridge National Lab 

(a U.S. Department of Energy facility) to develop an online physics course.  In addition, the 

Center will purchase online courses from proven providers such as the Florida Virtual School, 

Education 2020, and Apex Learning.  The Center will only purchase courses aligned with the 

state’s standards and will prioritize courses that can be purchased for a one-time fee without an 

ongoing per student subscription cost.  The Center will specifically focus on developing and 

purchasing STEM, foreign-language, CTE, and other upper-level courses.  Each school will offer 

one online course per 1,000 students in Spring 2011, three online courses per 1,000 students in 

2011-12, five online courses per 1,000 students in 2012-13, and eight online courses per 1,000 

students in all subsequent years of the grant and on an ongoing basis after the grant period ends.  

Teachers facilitating online courses (often during their planning period) will receive a $2,500 

stipend and receive training through the Greeneville Professional Development Center.  The 

development, purchasing, and coordination of these courses will be led by the project’s E- 

Learning Coordinator (see Section G-2).   

 Looking to Kingsport City Schools, Johnson City Schools and Hamblen County Schools 

as models, the fourth program that will be expanded is Advanced Placement (AP) courses.  

Today, 1,329 students in the region are taking a total of 2,171 AP courses.  These students are 

concentrated in three districts, with 61.8% of all AP students and 67.5% of all AP courses being 
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offered in Kingsport, Johnson City, and Hamblen County Schools.  Each high school 

participating in the grant will add one AP course to its curriculum in each year of the grant 

beginning in 2011-12, resulting in a total of four new AP courses being offered in each high 

school at the end of the grant period.  New AP teachers will attend summer training institutes 

operated by the College Board, while experienced AP teachers will receive ongoing professional 

development through the College Board and Greeneville Professional Development Center as 

well as one-on-one coaching from the project’s six Instructional Coaches.  

 The fifth program this project will expand is dual enrollment, using Kingsport City 

Schools as a model.  In addition to Kingsport’s successful Educate and Grow last-dollar 

scholarship program, the district has developed an Academic Village in the city center where an 

estimated 110 high school students attend dual enrollment classes each day.  The Academic 

Village offers dual enrollment, as well as houses the Kingsport Center of Higher Education, 

where students can earn a four-year degree from a variety of colleges and university, and the 

Regional Center for Advanced Manufacturing and the Pal Barger School of Automotive 

Technology, where students can earn technical credentials.  Together, Educate and Grow and the 

Academic Village were named one of Harvard University's Top 50 Innovations in Government 

for 2009.  With this grant, the project will increase participation in dual enrollment courses by 

partnering with seven postsecondary institutions, including one public university, two public 

community colleges, and four private universities.  The three institutions with the most 

experience working with LEAs to provide dual enrollment courses will begin their partnership 

with the project in year 1 of the grant, with the remaining four institutions beginning 

participation in year 2 and year 3 of the grant.  Dual enrollment programs will focus on STEM, 

foreign language, CTE, and other upper-level courses.  By the end of the grant period, at least 

10% of high school seniors will graduate with at least a full year of college credit (24 credits), 
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and an additional 20% of seniors will graduate with at least half a year of college credit (12 

credits).  Institutions of higher education have agreed to waive tuition and fees for these courses, 

and instead fund these courses at the cost of instructors plus a 30% indirect cost. 

 The sixth and final program this project will scale up is the successful college counseling 

program in Greene County Schools.  Currently, Greene County has a team of seven guidance 

counselors that start meeting with students in 7
th

 and 8
th

 grade and then provide continuous 

workshops, individualized counseling, and college application and financial aid application 

assistance throughout high school.  These college counselors were trained by the Southern 

Regional Education Board in collaboration with the Greeneville Professional Development 

Center.  With this grant, the project will hire five new college and career-ready counselors who 

will operate in service areas of two to three LEAs.  These counselors will (1) help school leaders 

identify students who will excel in rigorous coursework that will better prepare these students for 

college, (2) coordinate a series of workshops and seminars at each high school on issues relating 

to college expectations, college affordability, college application processes, and financial aid 

processes; several of these workshops and seminars will feature student alumni who are now 

successfully enrolled in college, (3) coordinate a series of college visits for high school students 

in the service area and larger region, (4) train district and school-level personnel as well as a 

small group of community leaders to provide college and career-counseling support to individual 

students, and (5) provide individualized counseling to both high-potential and at-risk students 

from under-represented student populations.  The counselors will have at least monthly meetings 

with leaders in each district and high school focused on item #1, as this will be the most critical 

component of the grant in ensuring that students in under-represented populations begin to be 

enrolled in rigorous coursework. 

There are three particularly innovative components to this project.  First, the project 
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provides a proof point of how rigorous courses can sustainably be provided at scale in a rural 

setting.  Over the last six months, the Niswonger Foundation has partnered with the Tennessee 

State Collaborative on Reforming Education (SCORE), a statewide education group based in 

Nashville, TN and chaired by former U.S. Senator Bill Frist, to investigate how other rural areas 

have expanded rigorous coursework at scale.  In interviews with numerous organizations 

including the New Mexico Department of Education, the University of Kentucky, the Public 

School Forum in North Carolina, and the Rural School & Community Trust, no models were 

identified that were delivering rigorous coursework at scale in rural areas.  This project, 

however, will deliver rigorous coursework at scale, with students enrolling in an additional 

45,646 rigorous courses over the five year grant period and an additional 15,804 rigorous courses 

on an ongoing basis after the grant period ends.  Second, both the regional support structure 

created in this project and the commitment by LEAs to jointly fund personnel on an ongoing 

basis (see section F-2) appear to be one of the few examples in the nation where LEAs are 

partnering together to jointly fund personnel they could not fund alone.  Third, the grant’s use of 

predictive student-level data will be highly innovative.  As discussed above, SAS will help the 

Consortium use TCAP, end-of-course, and ACT PLAN data to predict how many students are 

likely to excel in specific rigorous courses, thereby informing the courses offered by the 

Consortium.  Additionally, this data will be used by the career and college counselors mentioned 

above to help districts and schools identify and encourage individual students from under-

represented populations to enroll in these rigorous courses. 

(A-2): Project Goals and Strategy Alignment 

Goal 1 – Improve the likelihood that students successfully complete college 

 Objective 1.1: The first-year to second-year college persistence rate in the region will 

increase by 15% relative to a baseline that will be established in Year 1 of the grant. 



13 

 Objective 1.2: The college enrollment rate in the region will increase from 70% to 80%. 

 Objective 1.3: By the 2012-13 school year, at least 10% of students in the region will 

graduate from high school with at least one year of college credit (24 credits). 

 Objective 1.4: By the 2012-13 school year, an additional 20% of students in the region will 

graduate from high school with at least half a year of college credit (12 credits). 

As described in Section B-1, Advanced Placement, dual enrollment, and other rigorous courses, 

such as those outlined on pages 6-11 of this proposal, have been shown in quasi-experimental 

and high-quality correlational studies to increase college enrollment and persistence rates 

(Objectives 1.1. and 1.2).  The successful scaling up of the AP and dual enrollment courses 

outlined on pages 10-11 will increase the percent of high school students graduating with either a 

half year and full year of college credits (Objectives 1.3 and 1.4).   

Goal 2 – Ensure all students, especially students from under-represented populations, are 

college- or career-ready by improving access to academically rigorous courses. 

 Objective 2.1: All students in the region will have access to the rigorous courses required by 

Tennessee’s new standards, including four years of math and three years of lab science, as 

measured on an annual survey of district and school leaders. 

 Objective 2.2: Participation in dual enrollment courses will increase so that by the 2012-2013 

school year an additional 10% of high school students will have taken eight courses (24 

credit hours) and an additional 20% of students will have taken four courses (12 credit hours) 

by the time they graduate.   90% of students will successfully complete these courses. 

 Objective 2.3: Each high school will add an additional Advanced Placement (AP) course to 

its curriculum in each year of the grant beginning in 2011-12, for a total of four new AP 

courses in each high school over the grant period.  At least 65% of all students taking these 

courses will score a 3 or higher on the AP exam. 
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 Objective 2.4: At least 35% of online, distance, AP, and dual enrollment courses offered as 

part of this project will be STEM-related.  90% of all students will successfully complete 

these courses. 

 Objective 2.5: The number of online and distance learning courses offered in the region will 

increase as outlined in detail on pages 8-10 of the proposal.  At least 75% of the new distance 

and online courses offered will be upper-level STEM, Advanced Placement, foreign-

language, and CTE courses. 

 Objective 2.6: Among students likely to succeed in rigorous courses based on SAS 

projections, the percent of free and reduced lunch students enrolled in rigorous courses will 

be at least equivalent to the percent of non-free and reduced lunch students enrolled in these 

courses. 

 Objective 2.7: Among students likely to succeed in rigorous courses based on SAS 

projections, the percent of students in rural LEAs enrolled in new rigorous courses will be at 

least equivalent to the percent of students in all other LEAs enrolled in new rigorous courses. 

The expansion of online learning, distance learning, AP courses, and dual enrollment outlined on 

pages 6-12 will assist districts in providing access to all courses required by Tennessee standards 

(Objective 2.1).  The dual enrollment and AP course expansion plans outline on pages 10-11 will 

increase access to dual enrollment and AP courses (Objectives 2.2. and 2.3).  The semi-annual 

course supply and demand review will ensure 35% of all new courses are STEM-related and that 

75% of all distance and online courses are upper-level STEM, Advanced Placement, foreign-

language, and CTE courses (Objectives 2.4 and 2.5).  A combination of the semi-annual course 

supply and demand review and the college and career-ready counselors will ensure that 

economically disadvantages students and rural LEAs have equal access to the new rigorous 

courses (Objectives 2.6 and 2.7). 
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(A-3) Project Design Alignment with Existing Research 

The programs outlined in Section A-1 are well-aligned with existing research.  

Specifically, the evidence discussed in Section B outlines in detail quasi-experimental and high-

quality correlational studies that find rigorous coursework (including online and distance 

learning, Advancement Placement and dual enrollment courses) and college counselors have a 

positive effect on high school graduation, college enrollment, and college persistent rates.  All 

the studies cited in Section B either use nationally representative samples or examine programs 

in Tennessee and/or other rural areas similar to Appalachia. 

The only potential issue relating to whether this project aligns with existing research is 

that all these interventions have rarely been tried at scale simultaneously.  This raises two 

potential challenges: (1) ensuring there is an adequate supply of students who are prepared to 

succeed in these courses and (2) ensuring there is regional and LEA capacity to successfully 

implement these programs simultaneously.  On the first issue, data from SAS and the College 

Board show there is unquestionably an adequately prepared supply of students for the new 

rigorous courses included in this proposal.  Specifically, data from SAS finds that approximately 

1,536 current 11
th

 and 12
th

 graders in the region have at least a 50% probability of scoring a 24 

on the ACT Science section.  Based on projections from the College Board, this means these 

students would have around a 50% chance of scoring a three or higher on the AP Biology, 

Calculus AB, Calculus BC, and Statistics exams.  However, currently in the region, only 48 

students are enrolled in AP Statistics, 173 in AP Biology, 313 in AB Calculus, and 98 in BC 

Calculus.  Clearly, there is a large supply of adequately prepared students who could excel in 

additional rigorous courses.  On the second issue, Section G outlines how the region, LEAs, and 

schools have the capacity to successfully implement this proposal.  Specifically Section G 

describes the four outstanding regional staff that have committed to lead this work full-time and 
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the commitment each LEA has made in their formal MOU to reallocating at least 50% of one 

certified staff person’s time in each school to helping execute this grant.  

Section B: Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

(B-1) Moderate Evidence 

 As discussed in Section A, the local programs described above have improved access to 

rigorous courses.  However, due to the newness and small scale of these programs, their effects 

on graduation rates, college enrollment rates, and college persistence rates is only anecdotal.  

However, there is significant moderate evidence – as defined in the I3 grant notice – from both 

national studies and studies in similar settings that both rigorous coursework (including distance 

learning, online learning, Advanced Placement, and dual enrollment courses) and college 

counselors have positive effects on student achievement, graduation rates, college enrollment 

rates, and college persistence rates.  This evidence is discussed in detail below. 

Moderate Evidence on Rigorous Courses 

 There is moderate evidence – as defined in the I3 grant notice – that advanced 

coursework in high school (whether Advanced Placement, dual enrollment, or otherwise) has a 

significant effect on postsecondary enrollment patterns, achievement, and persistence.8  For 

example, a study by the National Center for Education Statistics found that 71% of students who 

had a very rigorous high school curriculum enrolled in a selective college, whereas 40% of 

students with a moderately rigorous curriculum and 32% of students with only a basic 

curriculum did so.9  Furthermore, the benefits of a rigorous curriculum on the rate of bachelor 

degree attainment are greater for low income students.
10

 

Moderate Evidence on Distance and Online Learning 

 In rural settings, it is often hard to find highly qualified teachers for many rigorous 

courses, and there are often too few students to justify high schools offering specific rigorous 
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courses.  Both distance and online learning offer possible ways to improve rural students’ access 

to rigorous courses, and there is moderate evidence that both distance and online learning can 

provide access to rigorous courses at least as well as traditional classrooms.  Cavanaugh, Gillan, 

Kromrey, Hess, & Blomeyer (2004) conducted a rigorous meta-analysis of studies on the effects 

of online and distance education on K–12 student achievement.11  Informed by the What Works 

Clearinghouse guidelines, studies included in the meta-analysis were required to be 

experimental, quasi-experimental, or correlational studies for which effect size could be 

computed.  The meta-analysis compared the achievement of students in either a distance or 

online learning environment to the achievement of students in a traditional classroom setting.  

Fourteen K-12 distance and online education programs between 1999 and 2004 were included in 

the review, which equated to 116 effect sizes and a combined sample size of 7,561 students.  In 

each of the 14 studies and in all but one of the 116 outcomes, no significant differences were 

found between students who learned via distance and online learning and those who learned via 

the traditional classroom.  The effect size reflects the difference in student performance between 

students who participated in online and distance learning compared with a control group of 

students who did not.  Because 75% of the 116 included effect sizes occurred in grades 6-12, this 

meta-analysis shows that online and distance learning courses can be effective in delivering 

secondary school coursework.  Other studies have found similar effects, such as Means, Toyama, 

Murphy, Bakia, & Jones (2009) meta-analysis of previous experimental and quasi-experimental 

studies on online learning.
12

 

  Distance and online learning have specifically been shown to be effective at delivering 

rigorous coursework in rural Appalachia.  In 2006, Rockman et al conducted a quasi-

experimental study to determine the effectiveness of the West Virginia Virtual School Spanish 

Program.13  Similar to schools in Northeast Tennessee trying to implement the Tennessee 
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Diploma Project, schools in West Virginia suffered from a shortage of qualified teachers and did 

not have the capacity to comply with the state’s mandate to provide Spanish classes to all 7
th

 and 

8
th

 grade students.  For year one of the study, 342 students took the Spanish proficiency test; 132 

8
th 

grade Virtual Schools Students, and a sample 210 students in face-to-face classrooms with 

comparable characteristics. Comparing student achievement data over three years of students in 

virtual courses to those in a traditional classroom setting, the study concluded that students in 

virtual classes performed as well as those in face-to-face classes on the state’s Spanish 

Assessment.  These findings are likely generalizable to Appalachian Tennessee, as rural poverty 

rates in 2008 in Tennessee and West Virginia were respectively 18.1% and 19.9% and the 

percent of rural residents who had not completed high school was respectively 31.8% and 

28.9%.14 

Moderate Evidence on Advanced Placement and Dual Enrollment Courses 

 There is also moderate evidence in both national and Tennessee-specific studies that 

Advanced Placement and dual enrollment courses increase college enrollment and college 

persistence rates.  In 2009, the Tennessee Higher Education Commission conducted a rigorous 

correlational study to ascertain the effects of AP and dual enrollment courses on students’ 

persistence in college.15  A series of logistic regression models that controlled for key 

demographic and high school achievement characteristics were used to determine effects among 

all first-time freshmen in Tennessee’s public higher education institutions (n=22,894).  The study 

found that students that had taken an AP course had 51% greater odds to persist at two-year 

community colleges (B=1.511, p < .01).  This effect was greater than the effect size for family 

income (B=1.004, p < .001), first general status (B=.733, p < .001), and high school grade point 

average (B=1.095, p <.01).  Similarly, students that had taken dual enrollment had 39% greater 

odds of persisting into the third year of college than non-dual enrollment students, and dual 
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enrollment participation appeared to have a stronger effect on persistence (B=1.389, p < .001) 

than student race (B=.848, p < .01), family income (B=1.004, p < .001), and first generation 

status (B=.722, p < .001).  

 National studies have also shown the positive impact dual enrollment can have on 

students.  For example, Swanson (2008) studied the effect of dual enrollment course taking on 

college persistence and degree attainment.  Using data from the nationally representative 

National Education Longitudinal Survey (1988/2000) and Post-Education Transcript Study 

(PETS: 2000), Swanson controlled for demographic characteristics and high school attributes 

(e.g., socio-economic status, race, first generation status, high school GPA, standardized test 

scores) and found that dual enrollment students were 12% (p < .001) more likely to enroll in 

college immediately after high school and were 11% (p < .01) more likely to persist into their 

second year, as compared to their non-dual enrollment peers.16  In addition, students that earned 

at least 20 credits by the end of their freshman year, which dual enrollment students are more 

likely to do, were 38% (p < .001) more likely to earn a degree in 4.56 year (the average time-to-

degree established by Adelman (2004)).   

 A study by the National Research Center for Career and Technical Education confirmed 

these effects of dual enrollment.17  Using ordinary least squares and logistic regression methods 

to analyze longitudinal administrative databases from Florida (n=299,685) and New York City 

(n=2,303), Karp and Hughes (2008) found that students that took dual enrollment in Florida were 

4.3% more likely to graduate from high school (p < .001), 16.8% more likely to enroll in 

postsecondary education (p < .001), and 7.7% more likely to enroll at a four-year institution (p < 

.001), as compared to their peers who did not take dual enrollment.  All of these regression 

models control for several demographic and high school achievement characteristics.  Once in 

college, dual enrollment students were 5.4% more likely to persist through a second year of 
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college (p < .001), have higher college grade point averages (p < .001), and have earned more 

college credits after three years (p < .001) than their non-dual enrollment peers.  This study also 

found that career and technical education (CTE) dual enrollment was similarly effective to 

academic dual enrollment.  Dual enrollment had a particularly strong effect on postsecondary 

enrollment for males and low-income students. 

Moderate Evidence on College Counselors 

 There is also moderate evidence that college counselors increase college enrollment rates.  

Plank and Jordan (2001) used nationally representative data from the National Educational 

Longitudinal Study (1988) to study the impact of specific resources on college enrollment.18   

Controlling for an array of demographic and achievement characteristics, the authors’ 

multinomial logistic regression analysis found that increased guidance and assistance at the high 

school level increases the odds that a student would enroll in a four-year university over a two-

year institution of higher education (expB = 1.19) or never enrolling (expB = 1.27). In addition, a 

student who had the opportunity to visit a college campus has more than three times greater odds 

of enrolling at a four-year institution than never enrolling in postsecondary education (expB = 

3.47).  Lastly, access to financial aid information significantly increased a student’s odds of 

enrolling at a four-year institution (expB = 1.32, 1.36).  These findings support the Consortium’s 

plans to train college- and career-ready counselors to train high school counselors on college 

access issues, organize college visits for students, and provide students information on college 

application and financial aid processes. 

 College counselors have also been shown to be effective in rural areas.  For example, one 

rigorous correlational study of rural high school students (n = 87) used structural equation model 

analyses and confirmatory factor analysis to find that students who had been exposed to “career 

development” strategies and had received support from adults, including school counselors, 
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during their 12
th

 grade year were more likely to have positive career expectations for themselves 

and, most importantly, more likely to achieve higher levels of education and training after high 

school.19  This longitudinal study followed a group of high school seniors for three years after 

graduation, and used follow-up surveys to determine the effect of curriculum strategies,  

perceived support, and career development on educational and career outcomes. 

(B-2) Importance and Magnitude of Expected Effect 

Based on the evidence cited above, the Consortium’s activities should result in 

improvements in access to rigorous coursework, high school graduation rates, college enrollment 

rates, and college persistence rates.  The specific expected outcomes are laid out in detail in 

Section A-2.  In terms of rigorous coursework, the Consortium should result in students enrolling 

in an additional 45,646 rigorous courses over the grant period, with students enrolling in an 

additional 15,804 courses on an ongoing basis after the grant concludes.  In the studies cited in 

section B-1, high school graduation rates increased by about 2.5%, and a very similar result is 

expected from this project, as the graduation rate in the region is already 90.5%.  The biggest 

effects of this project will be on college enrollment and persistence rates.  In the studies in 

Section B-1, college enrollment rates increased 12% (+/- 3%) and college persistence rates 

increased 8% (+/- 4%).  Given that this grant will be scaling up several interventions around 

rigorous coursework at the same time as a college counseling program, it is likely the magnitude 

of the effects will be on the high-end of these ranges.  Over a five to ten year period, this could 

have a tremendous impact on the educational attainment level and economic development 

prospects of the region. 

Section C: Experience of the Eligible Applicant 

(C-1) Past Performance of Eligible Applicant in Implementing Complex Projects 

 The Niswonger Foundation’s record of success and leadership in Northeast Tennessee 
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makes the non-profit the natural project leader and lead applicant.  Established by businessman 

and philanthropist Scott M. Niswonger in 2001, the Niswonger Foundation is a private operating 

foundation with a mission to “create opportunities for individual and community growth through 

education” in Northeast Tennessee.  The Foundation serves 17 LEAs in Tennessee’s 1
st
 

Congressional District: the 15 partner LEAs in this proposal plus two K-8 LEAs.  In total, this 

service area educates nearly 84,340 students annually, making it the equivalent of the second 

largest LEA in Tennessee (after only Memphis City Schools). 

 The Niswonger Foundation is much more than a local funder.  As an operating 

foundation, the organization has developed close working partnerships with the schools in 

Northeast Tennessee through managing its own programs and projects.  Since 2001, the 

foundation has established 39 partnerships with LEAs ranging from an Algebra I program in 

Carter County to a college counselor program in Greene County to an elementary teacher 

professional development program in Hancock County.  Foundation staff members regularly 

travel to these communities and work hand-in-hand with school leaders to identify specific 

needs, brainstorm solutions, and then provide training, resources, staffing, and materials as 

needed to make improvements in the schools.  Rather than giving grants to the LEAs, the 

foundation maintains control of all invoices and accounts for these programs.   

 In addition to these 39 partnerships, the foundation operates a college access scholarship 

program for students.  Established in 2001, the Niswonger Scholars program selects scholarship 

recipients primarily for their leadership potential and commitment to the betterment of 

themselves and their home communities. The students selected participate in a planned program 

of leadership development during their four years of undergraduate study.  The program includes 

exposure to community and national leaders, service learning, internships, large and small group 

discussion, and the building of a strong network of fellow Niswonger Scholars.  Currently, there 
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are 21 alumni, 29 Scholars, and five new Scholars who will begin the program in Fall 2010. 

 The Niswonger Foundation has the experience and capacity to develop and manage large, 

complex, and rapidly growing projects.  In 2009, the foundation reported total assets of $25 

million, though this is often supplemented with additional gifts from Mr. Niswonger.  The 

operating budget in Fiscal Year 2009 was $2,999,459, with the great majority of funds allocated 

to direct programmatic expenses (53% program partnerships with LEAs, 36% scholarship 

program, 7% direct grants to LEAs, and 5% general operating expenses).  The foundation’s work 

has grown significantly over time, with two partnerships in 2001, five partnerships in 2004, and 

19 active partnerships today.  The foundation’s work relies primarily on private funding, though 

the organization also has experience working with federal grants.  For example, The Niswonger 

Foundation helped three local school system partnerships (Greene County and Hawkins County 

in 2009, Johnson County and Unicoi County in 2009, and Cocke County and Carter County in 

2010) write and implement Rural Utilities Service (RUS) grants from the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture to develop of distance learning programs.   

 The Niswonger Foundation serves as the hub and primary support capacity for LEAs in 

the region.  For example, the foundation contracts with the Tennessee Department of Education 

to operate the Greeneville Professional Development Center – a regional extension of all state 

professional development activities.  As outlined in Section A, the Foundation has also taken the 

lead on developing distance and online learning programs for the entire region and running an 

annual School Success Sympoium which highlights best practices in the region.  As discussed in 

Section F, the Foundation also has connections across the state – specifically with the Tennessee 

Department of Education, Hyde Family Foundation in Memphis, Ayers Foundation in Parsons, 

and Tennessee SCORE – that would allow the Foundation to rapidly expand the project across 

the state after it proves to be successful in Northeast Tennessee. 
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(C-2) Eligible Applicant’s Effect on Student Achievement, Attainment, and Retention 

 Through its 39 partnerships with LEAs, the Niswonger Foundation has a clear record of 

success increasing student achievement, improving student attainment, and increasing high 

school retention rates.  Several of the Foundation’s partnerships and the associated results are 

highlighted below: 

 Greene County College Counselors: In 2004, the graduation rate in Greene County was 78%.  

As a result, the Niswonger Foundation has begun supporting professional development for a 

team of seven school counselors and four classroom teachers in the district and funded the 

creation of an in-depth college counseling program that focuses on one-on-one counseling 

and providing each student an individualized career path.  As a result, Greene County’s 

graduation rate today is 93%. 

 Hancock County Elementary School: Two years ago, the school was receiving “Fs” in its 

value-added reading, math, and science scores, and over 32% of all 5
th

 graders were below 

proficient in reading.  The Niswonger Foundation then began a partnership providing 

professional development and coaching to all the school’s elementary teachers.  In two years, 

those value-added F’s have turned into A’s in both reading and social studies and a B in 

math, and the percent of 5
th

 grades below proficient in reading has decreased to 8%, a 

reduction of 75% relative to two years ago. 

 Unaka High School Algebra Initiative:  In 2004, only 48.3% of Unaka High students passed 

the state’s Algebra Gateway exam.  As a result, the Niswonger Foundation helped the school 

revise its curriculum and began providing professional development to the school’s Algebra 

teachers and tutoring for the Algebra students.  The program saw immediate results.  In 2005, 

56.3% of students passed the Algebra Gateway, a 16% increase over 2004.  Today, the 

passage rate has risen to 78%, a 60% increase over 2004, and ACT Math scores have risen 
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nearly a point. 

 Grassy Fork Elementary School: In 2003, Grassy Fork Elementary, a rural K-8 school where 

97% of students are economically disadvantaged, received 7 Fs and 1 D in achievement and 

value-added on the state report card.  The Niswonger Foundation began a partnership that 

included coaching for the principal and professional development focused on individualized 

instruction for the teachers.  Today, Grassy Fork ranks in the top 10% of all Tennessee 

schools academically, receiving 7 As and 1 B on its latest state report card.  The success of 

this partnership was highlighted in The School Administrator’s November 2009 edition. 

Although it’s much harder to attribute the entire region’s success to the Niswonger Foundation in 

an analytically rigorous way, the Foundation is clearly a leader in the region as discussed in 

section C-1.  Over the last six years, the average graduation rate in the region has increased from 

83.4% to 90.5%, and the average ACT score has increased from 20.1 to 20.8. 

Section D: Project Evaluation Plans 

(D-1) Evaluation Design 

The Consortium has contracted with CNA Education to provide an independent, external 

evaluation that will include: (1) quarterly formative analyses to assist the Consortium with 

achieving the objectives outlined in Section A-2 and (2) annual summative analyses that will 

measure the impact of the Consortium’s programs on student achievement and academic 

attainment relative to a group of matched schools and inform replication of the program in other 

sites.  There will be two parts of the evaluation team – the formative team led by Dr. Christine 

Mocker and the summative team led by Dr. Linda Cavulluzzo. 

The summative team will implement a quasi-experimental, matched-control study. 

Beginning in Year 1, the summative evaluation team will use a propensity scoring model to 

identify matching control schools from across the state for all Consortium schools.  The 
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treatment sample size will be 26,910 students in 28 high schools in 15 LEAs, with the control 

sample size being comparable.  This large sample size should ensure that statistically meaningful 

results can be drawn even from relatively small effect sizes (the goal is a MDE size of .20 with 

.80 power using a two-tailed test of significance at the 5 percent level). 

 Data for the study will come from publicly available sources, including Tennessee school 

report cards (to identify matching schools for the evaluation), as well as restricted-use files, 

including student high school transcripts and enrollment records (for analysis of growth in 

enrollment in higher level high school and college-credit courses).  Control schools will be given 

$15,000 over the course of the grant ($3,000 per year) to provide the appropriate data.  

Tennessee SCORE, which has a strong statewide reputation across the state, will work with the 

Niswonger Foundation to secure the participation of control schools identified through the 

propensity scoring model.  Access to the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) will also be 

purchased to track the enrollment of students in Consortium and matched schools into college. 

The NSC is the largest national database of U.S. college enrollment, claiming participation from 

over 3,000 colleges and universities that enroll 91% of U.S. college students.  Outcome data for 

students in both Consortium and matched schools will be collected for the three years prior to the 

start of the grant and the first four years of the grant to identify trends both before and after 

project implementation. 

 The summative evaluation will incorporate detailed analyses of individual student 

outcomes using two-level hierarchical linear and non-linear modeling, controlling for prior test 

scores and student demographic characteristics.  A program indicator will be included at the 

school level.  Conclusions about program impacts will be based on two-tailed tests of statistical 

significance at the five percent level.  HLM/HGLM provide standard errors that are corrected for 

clustering associated with the nested nature of the data.  In determining statistical significance of 
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program impacts, corrections for multiple comparisons will be made.  

The summative evaluation will specifically examine whether the treatment schools and 

the matched schools from across the state differ in the degree to which they increase: (1) student 

enrollment and success in rigorous high school and college-credit bearing courses, measured by a 

C or better in relevant courses, or a 3 or higher on AP exams (2) high school graduation rates  (3) 

college enrollment rates, as measured in the fall following high school graduation and (4) first-

year to second-year college persistence rates, as measured by enrollment in the first and second 

fall following high school graduation. 

(D-2) Implementation Data, Performance Feedback, and Progress Assessment 

 The formative evaluator will work closely with the Project Director and Consortium 

Advisory Board (see Section G-1) to provide ongoing performance feedback and progress 

assessment.  The formative evaluator will participate in all key Consortium meetings, including 

the kickoff meeting in Fall 2010, the quarterly Advisory Board meetings, and the semi-annual 

course supply and demand reviews.  During the kickoff meeting, the formative evaluator will 

describe the evaluation to participants to ensure their understanding of their obligations to 

provide data and allow classroom observations.  During Fall 2010, the formative evaluator will 

audit the LEA data systems that will be used to support the evaluation to identify and help rectify 

any deficiencies in those systems.  Over the next four years, the formative evaluation will 

include: (1) semester-by-semester tracking of enrollment data in the program’s components with 

a focus on the number of students from under-represented populations enrolled in these courses 

(2) site visits to participating schools to conduct interviews with principals, teachers, and student 

data managers to collect information on project implementation (e.g., communications, technical 

or logistical challenges, professional development, and attitudes about the project), conduct 

classroom observations to assess instructional quality, and discuss any data issues that may affect 
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the success of the evaluation and (3) site visits to other partner organizations and interviews with 

project staff (including instructional coaches and college and career counselors) to discuss 

project implementation and audit data systems.  The formative evaluator will produce quarterly 

reports that will be presented at the quarterly Advisory Board meetings to provide feedback on 

what is going well, what is not going well, and how program implementation could be improved.  

These reports will include program participation rates, highlighting any variations across schools 

or student subgroups.  The summative evaluation team will provide an annual report focused on 

the overall effects of the interventions relative to control schools and lessons that could be 

learned regarding replication. 

 (D-3) Facilitating Replication and Testing in Other Settings 

The summative evaluation team will produce annual reports as well as a final project 

report that will inform how the program could be replicated or tested in other settings.  In 

addition to the evaluation described in Section D-1, these reports will include: (1) a detailed 

description of the program, the program’s context, and characteristics of study participants (e.g., 

the region, students, schools, technology resources) (2) an assessment of the program’s impact 

highlighting any differences in the effect sizes between the Consortium schools in more affluent 

areas and the Consortium schools in more rural areas as well as between the general student 

population and students from under-represented populations and (3) a summary of three to five 

key findings about the implementation process from the quarterly formative evaluations that 

could be used to inform replication or testing in other settings. 

(D-4) Evaluation Resources 

$4.0 million has been set aside for the evaluation and reporting of findings.  This includes 

funding for the formative and summative evaluation personnel; travel for the kickoff, site visits, 

and quarterly Advisory Board meetings described above; compensation to control schools for 
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gathering the necessary data; purchasing of the National Student Clearinghouse dataset; and the 

production of quarterly formative reports, an annual summative report, and a final project report. 

(D-5) Rigorous, Independent Evaluation Throughout Project 

The Consortium has selected CNA Education to provide independent formative and 

summative evaluations throughout the grant period. CNA is a long-standing non-profit research 

and development center with extensive experience in the education field, currently operating the 

U.S. Department of Education’s Appalachian Regional Laboratory.  CNA Education has no 

preexisting relationships with the Lead Applicant or any of its partners.   

To ensure the summative evaluations are rigorous, objective and unbiased, CNA will use 

different personnel for the formative and summative evaluations.  The formative evaluator will 

work closely with the Project Director and project team, make frequent site visits to Tennessee, 

and act as a liaison between the project team and the summative evaluators. The summative 

evaluators will keep an arms-length distance from the project, to provide unbiased summative 

analyses of the project’s effectiveness. To ensure a high level of research quality, CNA will 

assign an internal reviewer to the study who will monitor the progress of the evaluation and 

conduct an independent internal review of all reports and analysis prior to publication. 

Section E: Strategy and Capacity to Further Develop and Scale 

(E-1) Proposed Students to Be Reached During Project and Partner Capacity 

 The project will serve 15 LEAs with a total enrollment of 84,340 students, including 

26,910 high school students.   The Lead Applicant and partners have a proven record of 

implementing programs at a regional scale, with the Niswonger Foundation currently having 19 

LEA partnerships and the Greeneville Professional Development Center and six regional higher 

education institutions already serving the entire region.  Even more importantly, as the chart 

below illustrates, the projected growth in each type of rigorous course is aggressive yet practical. 
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 Current Seats Total New Seats (not additive across years) 

Course Type 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 

Distance Learning 435 140 420 700 1,120 1,120 

Online Learning 270 280 840 1,400 2,400 2,400 

AP (In-Person) 1,261 0 420 840 1,260 1,680 

Dual Enrollment 2,174 1,346 2,691 5,382 10,764 10,764 

Total 3,138 1,766 4,371 8,322 15,384 15,804 

 

 Specifically, both distance learning and in-person AP courses will build slowly over time, 

with distance learning doubling by 2011-12 and quadrupling by 2014-15 (from a very small 

base), and in-person AP courses only slightly more than doubling by 2014-15 (also from a 

relatively small base).  Although online course expansion is more aggressive, quadrupling by 

2011-12 and increasing ten-fold by 2014-15, this is still practical given the current low rate of 

online learning in the participating LEAs and the ability to purchase already developed online 

courses from proven providers.  The most aggressive growth will be in dual enrollment, which 

doubles by 2011-12, quadruples by 2012-13, and increasing six-fold by 2013-14.  Although these 

targets are aggressive, even at their peak they only represent an additional 10,764 seats in dual 

enrollment classes, which is the equivalent of increasing total college enrollment at the six higher 

education institutions in the region by 1,346 students, assuming an average college student takes 

four courses per semester. 

 (E-2) Ability to Scale at a State or Regional Level 

 The Niswonger Foundation’s main partner in taking this project to scale will be the 

Tennessee State Collaborative on Reforming Education (SCORE), a statewide education 

organization chaired by former U.S. Senator Bill Frist.  SCORE is currently implementing 

several projects at the state-level including managing a team of eight consultants to assist 

districts in developing their local Race to the Top scopes of work (in collaboration with the TN 

Department of Education) and designing a field testing of the state’s new principal and teacher 
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evaluation system (in collaboration with the Governor’s office).  SCORE, which has an annual 

budget of over $3 million, is also part of the national Policy Innovators in Education network and 

has deep relationships with national education reformers.  The Niswonger Foundation is also 

closely connected to SCORE, with Scott Niswonger serving on SCORE’s board and Linda Irwin 

serving as one of SCORE’s RTTT scope of work consultants.  SCORE has committed to help the 

Niswonger Foundation scale this project across the state beginning in 2013-14 if the first three 

years of implementation are successful.  The most likely targets for expansion are 22 counties in 

the Upper Cumberland region of Tennessee and 12 counties in Southwest Tennessee.  SCORE 

has been helping both of these regions apply for I3 grants similar to this one, illustrating there is 

already a desire to implement somewhat similar projects in both regions.  If successful in these 

additional two regions, SCORE would look to partner with the Niswonger Foundation to scale 

the grant to other states, possibly including North Carolina which already has launched a five 

county rural collaborative project run by the North Carolina Public School Forum. 

(E-3) Feasibility of Project to Be Replicated Successfully 

 There are three reasons it will be feasible for this project to be replicated successfully in a 

variety of settings and with a variety of student populations.  First, as discussed in Section B-1, 

the evidence around these intervention strategies has been shown to work in a variety of settings, 

suggesting lessons learned in this project will be applicable to other sites.  Second, the 15 LEA 

region covered by this project includes a range of districts, including relatively advantaged 

medium-size districts (e.g., Kingsport City and Sullivan County) and some of the most 

disadvantaged rural districts in the nation (e.g., Hancock County).  The formative and summative 

evaluations will examine differences in implementation across these various LEAs and provide 

insights as to what the key implementation steps are in a variety of settings.  Third, many of the 

specific strategies utilized in this grant (e.g., dual enrollment, AP courses, distance and online 
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learning) have been tried sporadically in other regions, thereby creating some base to start from 

when scaling up this grant in other regions or states. 

(E-4) Cost Estimates 

 The estimate cost of the project is $37.8 million, this includes $17.8 million from the 

federal government, $4.4 million from a private sector match, and $15.6 million in commitments 

from LEAs.  The costs can best be broken down into four categories: (1) start-up costs - $8.1 

million (2) recurring costs not picked up in LEA budgets - $2.9 million (3) recurring costs picked 

up in LEA budgets - $22.7 million and (4) evaluation costs - $4.0 million.  The recurring costs 

picked up by LEAs are defined as those costs that LEAs have completely picked up by an LEA’s 

fifth year of participation in the grant, and recurring costs not picked up by LEAs are defined as 

those costs that are funded 100% by the grant and private sector funds throughout the grant 

period.  This grant will allow students to take 45,647 rigorous courses.  Assuming it is two 

courses per high school student, this breaks down to a total of $1,654.72 per high school student 

including $355.01 per high school student for start-up costs, $998.19 per high school student for 

LEA recurring costs, and $125.98 per high school student for non-LEA recurring costs, and 

$175.55 per high school student for evaluation.  However, since there are 26,910 high school 

students in an area of 84,340 students, one could easily conclude that these are the costs for 

providing rigorous high school courses to this entire population of students.  If these were the 

numbers taken into account, then the total costs would be $527.96 per K-12 student including 

$113.27 per K-12 student for start-up costs, $318.49 per K-12 student for LEA recurring costs, 

and $40.20 per K-12 student for non-LEA recurring costs, and $56.01 per student for evaluation.  

All of these cost estimates cover all five years of the grant. 

 Assuming there would be no evaluation cost in scaling up and that LEAs would initially 

pick up the expenses that are eventually funded by LEAs in this grant, the total cost for scaling 
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up over a five-year period per student would be approximately $240.50 per high school student 

or $153.47 per K-12 student.  Thus, the total cost would be $48.1 million per 100,000 high 

school students or $15.3 million per 100,000 K-12 students; $120.2 million per 250,000 high 

school students or $38.4 million per 250,000 K-12 students; $240.5 million per 500,000 high 

school students or $76.7 million per 500,000 K-12 students.  

(E-5) Information Dissemination Strategy 

 The Lead Applicant and its partners are committed to publicly sharing information about 

the grant project, both successes and challenges, in at least four ways.  First, the applicant will 

post a project summary to the U.S. Department of Education Open Innovation Portal and 

participate in any sharing opportunities proved by the U.S. Department of Education.  Second, 

project personnel will work with Tennessee SCORE to disseminate project information across 

the state and nationally.  Specifically, SCORE will highlight the Consortium’s work in its annual 

report, on its blog, and with a once-a-year statewide event bringing together statewide (and 

potential national) leaders to talk about strategies for improving access to rigorous coursework.  

Third, the applicant has developed a relationship with the Rural School and Community Trust, a 

national non-profit organization devoted to rural education issues, and will consult with them to 

identify national opportunities to share this project with other rural regions.  Fourth, project 

personnel will work with the project evaluator to actively seek professional and academic 

conferences at which to present lessons learned, best practices, and evaluation findings. 

Section F: Sustainability Plans 

(F-1) Resources and Stakeholder Support After Grant 

 In terms of stakeholder support, there is broad support for the Consortium across the 

region.  All participating LEA MOUs were signed by both the superintendent and school board 

chairman, and the area Superintendents Study Council and Tennessee Department of Education 
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Field Service Center played key roles in organizing meetings to plan this proposal.  Additionally, 

Appendix D contains letters of support in which the Tennessee Education Association commits 

to supporting the inclusion of the stipends for distance and online learning facilitators in local 

bargaining processes; the Greenville Professional Development Center agrees to help deliver 

professional development for AP teachers, distance and online learning facilitators, and college- 

and career counselors; the six participating higher education institutions agree to waive tuition 

and fees for dual enrollment courses and instead provide these courses at the costs laid out in the 

grant; the College Board agrees to assist with training AP teachers; SAS Institute agrees to 

support and participate in the semi-annual course supply and demand study; the Tennessee 

Department of Education agrees to explore providing ongoing support for the Consortium after 

the grant period ends (see details in Section F-2); Tennessee SCORE agrees to help scale up the 

project statewide if the Consortium’s programs prove to be successful; and Eastman Chemical 

Company  and the Northeast Tennessee Regional Alliance for Economic Development agree to 

assist with the required $4.4 million private sector match.  In regards to this match, the 

Niswonger Foundation has agreed to lead the fundraising effort and guarantee any of the 

matching funds that are not raised through other national, state, and local sources.  

 In terms of ongoing financial support, the costs of this project breakdown into four 

categories as outlined in Section E-2: startup costs, recurring costs picked up by LEAs, recurring 

costs not picked up by LEAs, and evaluation costs.  Both the startup and evaluation costs will not 

continue after the grant period.  As part of their MOUs, LEAs have agreed to pick up many 

recurring costs at a rate of 25% in the 2011-12 school year, 50% in the 2012-13 school year, 75% 

in the 2013-14 school year, and 100% in all future years even after the grant period concludes.  

Specifically, LEAs have agreed to this formula for covering the costs of stipends for distance and 

online learning facilitators, exams for AP students, instructors and the indirect costs for dual 
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enrollment programs, and a college- and career-coach for each service area.  By 2014-15, these 

commitments will add up to more than $4.3 million in LEA recurring funding.  The recurring 

costs that LEAs will not pick up are $594,272 in annual personnel costs and $68,000 in annual 

professional development costs.  The Niswonger Foundation has agreed to play a key role in 

covering these costs, as detailed in Section F-2.   

(F-2) Incorporation of Project Activities and Benefits into Lead Applicant and Partners’ Work 

 As outlined in Section F-1, LEAs have agreed to pick up many of the activities and costs 

both during and after the grant period.  After the grant period concludes, the Lead Applicant and 

various partners will help sustain all activities and costs not picked up by LEAs.  Those costs 

include eight line-items (Project Director, Technology and Online Learning Director, Distance 

Learning and Dual Enrollment Director, Professional Development Director, Administrative 

Assistant, office space, supplies and travel, and ongoing professional development).  The 

Greeneville Professional Development Center has agreed to incorporate the Professional 

Development Director as well as the ongoing professional development training into its annual 

operating budget.  The Niswonger Foundation will continue to fund the Project Director and 

Administrative Assistant positions to ensure the Foundation retains control over the project.  The 

remaining two staff positions, office space, and travel and supplies will be picked up through a 

combination of the Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) and Niswonger Foundation.  As 

part of Race to the Top, TDOE is going through a restructuring that is focused on making it more 

service-oriented.  As part of this restructuring, the Department is exploring how its regional Field 

Service Centers can become more supportive of districts.  Both during and after this grant period, 

the Niswonger Foundation will work with TDOE to determine the extent to which the 

Technology and Online Learning Director, Distance and Dual Enrollment Director, office space, 

and travel and supplies can be rolled into the Field Service Center.  The Niswonger Foundation 
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will retain any of these costs that cannot be rolled into TDOE’s Field Service Center. 

Section G: Management Plan and Personnel 

(G-1) Management Plan 

The project will be overseen by The Northeast Tennessee College and Career Ready 

Consortium Advisory Board.  The Advisory Board will be chaired by Scott M. Niswonger and 

will include a representative from each of the participating LEAs, each of the participating 

higher education institutions, the Tennessee Department of Education, and several large local 

corporations and community organizations (see Appendix H for detailed list).  This Advisory 

Board will meet quarterly to monitor the progress of the grant, identify what is working well, and 

address any challenges that are arising.  CNA Education, the grant’s external evaluator, will 

present their quarterly formative evaluations at each Advisory Board meeting.  Two of these 

meetings will occur on the same day as the semi-annual course supply and demand reviews so 

that relevant Advisory Board members can participate in those reviews. 

 The project will be managed on a daily basis by the project team composed of the Project 

Director, Director of Technology and Online Learning, Director of Distance Learning and Dual 

Enrollment, and Director of Professional Development.  Detail descriptions of these roles and the 

individual who will fill them are provided in Section G-2.  An overview implementation timeline 

including responsibilities is below. 
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An overview implementation timeline is below, and a more detailed implementation timeline can be found in Appendix H. 

 



38 

 

(G-2) Project Director and Key Personnel 

 Linda Irwin, Project Director: As Assistant Director of the Niswonger Foundation, Linda 

oversees all the Foundation’s LEA partnerships, providing on-the-ground technical assistance 

to LEAs, managing up to 15 consultants at any one time, and overseeing an annual budget of 

over $2 million.  As Project Director, Linda will oversee all aspects of the project, managing 

all personnel and grant expenditures, making plans to ensure the sustainability and scaling up 

of the project, and managing key relationships with LEAs, higher education institutions, the 

external evaluator, and other partners. 

 Blair Henley, Director of Technology and Online Learning: Dr. Henley will oversee the 

Consortium’s online learning efforts and relationships with district technology directors.  

Specifically, Dr. Henley will coordinate the development, purchasing and delivery of all 

online courses; coordinate the purchase, installation, and maintenance of all online and 

distance learning technology in LEAs; and partner with Ms. Mitchell to deliver professional 

development to online learning facilitators.  Dr. Henley is currently the Career and 

Technology Director at Tennessee High School in Bristol, where he manages the Niswonger 

Learning Center on a part-time basis. 

 Jason Horne, Director of Distance Learning and Dual Enrollment: Jason will lead the 

Consortium’s distance and dual enrollment efforts.  Specifically, Jason will work with LEAs 

and higher education institutions to coordinate the delivery and scheduling of distance and 

dual enrollment courses.  He will also partner with Ms. Mitchell to deliver professional 

development to distance learning facilitators.  For the past year, Jason has been the Director 

of Virtual Learning in Greeneville City Schools.  In this role, Jason has overseen the 

Northeast Tennessee Distance Learning Consortium on a part-time basis. 
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 Robinette Mitchell, Director of Professional Development: Robbie will oversee all 

professional development activities associated with the grant, including the training of AP 

teachers, distance and online learning facilitators, and career and college-counselors.  For the 

past four years, Robbie has been the Professional Development Coordinator for Greeneville 

City Schools.  In this role, Robbie has coordinated all professional development in the district 

and, on a part-time basis, overseen the Greeneville Professional Development Center.  

With this grant, the Foundation will bring on a new employee to assume Linda’s current 

responsibilities, and Blair, Jason, and Robbie will join the Foundation staff full-time. 

(G-3) Independent Evaluator – Principal Investigator and Key Personnel 

 Linda Cavalluzzo, Principal Investigator: Dr. Cavalluzzo is Managing Director of CNA 

Education, the project’s external evaluator.  As principal investigator, Dr. Cavalluzzo will 

oversee the summative evaluation team.  Dr. Cavalluzzo has experience in evaluation of dual 

enrollment programs, professional development programs in Tennessee, and the 

effectiveness of online and blended courses, including a randomized control trial of a blended 

Algebra I course for grade 9 students in 41 primarily rural schools in Kentucky.  As project 

manager for CNA's Appalachian Education Lab, Dr. Cavalluzzo has led a number of 

experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives across the region.  

 Christine Mokher, Formative Evaluation Lead: Dr. Mokher, a senior research analyst 

with CNA Education, will be the lead formative evaluator.  Dr. Mokher’s research has 

focused on P-16 councils in Tennessee, the delivery of educational programs in rural areas, 

and the effectiveness of online and hybrid secondary high school courses.  Dr. Mohker has 

co-authored a number of experimental and quasi-experimental studies.   

For additional details on Dr. Cavalluzzo’s and Dr. Mokher’s research, please see Appendix C 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 



supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The research cited has both internal and external validity. Research for each 
proposed educational program to be used is included in the discussion. Other 
studies that discuss the student successes of the proposed program are 
included and discussed. Current research supports the proposed program 
with the student population.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted. 
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3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  



 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The evaluation is being conducted by an independent evaluation team. The 
method is clearly defined as quasi-experimental design with a control group 
from neighboring high schools. The evaluation includes both formative and 
summative assessments and reports annually. The plan also includes 
collecting and evaluating student data, which are specifically scores on AP 
tests and grades for AP classes.  The budget has adequate funding for 
conducting a rigorous evaluation. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses are noted. 
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5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 



500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  



1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 



provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The program will service a high need area in Tennessee. The proposed 
project will scale up six successful programs currently operating in the 
region. This combination of programs present an exceptional approach to the 
targeted priority. Adequate and appropriate research is provided to support 
the use of additional rigorous coursework, both online and face-to-face. 
Project goals, objectives and strategies are all clear.  

 
Weaknesses 

Near the bottom of page one of the proposal it states that although all 
students will benefit from these courses, the program is designed to 
specifically target underrepresented students. However, there was no specific 
mention in the proposal how underrepresented students would be specifically 
targeted for the program.  

 

Reader's Score: 19 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 



measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The foundation serves as a hub for the surrounding school districts and has 
experience in implementing complex educational projects. These include a 
variety of grants and operating a professional development center. The 
authors provide several examples of their work with local schools, and how 
this work has resulted in improved student achievement. Examples of this 
include the Hancock County Elementary School project, the Grassy Fork 
Elementary School project and the Unaka High School algebra initiative.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 



(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The project is slated to serve 15 local schools with a total enrollment of 
nearly 85,000 students. Currently the foundation has partnerships with 19 
local systems and six regional higher education institutions and so this 
project seems well within the capacity of the foundation to manage. The 
feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully following 
positive results is great, due to the variety of student populations that would 
benefit from its implementation. Reasonable cost estimates are provided to 
reach 100,000, 250,000 and 500,000 students. A dissemination strategy is 
well thought out and comprehensive.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Letters of support and MOUs found in the appendix provide credence that 
the foundation has the support of stakeholders necessary to operate the 
project beyond the length of the grant. Costs over the course of the project 



will be gradually covered by the systems in higher percentages each year. 
Following the grant, the foundation and partners will sustain all activities 
and costs not picked up by the local systems.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management plan is detailed with achievable objectives. The time line 
and milestones are specific and the tasks related to sustainability and 
scalability of the proposed project are provided. The qualifications and 
experience of the project director, key project personnel and evaluator are all 
extremely strong.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The project will address expectations related to college, affordability and 
financial aid, and the college application process.  

 
Weaknesses 
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3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

Providing programs to rural students not available to them in their current 
situation such as, dual enrollment, AP courses, distance and online learning, 
provide the practices, strategies and programs that meets the spirit of this 
competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The program described good objectives and goals for the project.  The range 
of student needs that were covered and types of students served was very 
solid with excellent professional development for teachers included in 
planning.  Over 45,000 course places were expected to be filled over period 
of grant.  Advanced Placement and dual enrollment courses were available 
for successful students.  Program is aligned with Tennessee state standards 
and STEM focus in local and national interest is heavily supported project 
plan.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 



gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The Niswonger foundation is an excellent partner for the program.  They 
have been active participants in education improvement across northeast 
Tennessee.  Niswonger has helped improve student performance in every 
area they have been involved in the southeast U.S.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 



 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 



project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Over 45,000 students would be included in original grant with a satisfactory 
scale up to over 500K noted in the application.  Program strategy to bring 
courses to scale in advanced courses, distance education, and online courses 
all spoke well for the continuation planning for post-grant continuation.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

This was an excellent sustainability plan put forth by the author that 
indicated over 50% of project replacement dollars for grant completion, and 
other sources of support are already lined up for when grant terminates.  

 
Weaknesses 



No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The grant has a strong management team with excellent qualifications ready 
to begin the grant program.  The grant application has many letters and 
MOU's in hand that shows strong support for the grant and for its 
continuation.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 



(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

It is a well designed project to support college access and success.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 



provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

A well designed program to support schools and students from rural schools.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   
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1  1  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
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2  2  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The Niswonger application is designed to bring online classes, college 
advisors and advanced placement classes to rural communities who have not 
had the ability to reach a population that has college attendance 
potential.  Although the means of instruction and the delivery of curriculum 
is not an untried approach, the strategies designed to permeate  rural 
communities on a systemic basis are exceptional and use new technologies 
as delivery systems. The goals activities and strategies described in the 
proposal to scale up the opportunities for learning in undeserved rural 
communities have the potential to transform high schools in East 
Tennessee.  Each goal pp.12-14 aligns with verifiable targets. 
 
The needs of the rural students in East Tennessee are validated through 
research and statistical evidence.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses are noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  



 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

This foundation has been existence for almost ten years and has a proven 
track record of creating opportunities in East Tennessee.The foundation has 
had several successful initiatives ranging from elementary school 
turnarounds to high school algebra program to college counselors.  The 
results of these initiatives and others are documented pp.23-25. 
 
The partnerships created and those that will be created are documented in 
several letters of support with Board approval. 
 
The hands on approach taken by the foundation leaders and staff reflect a 



willingness to implement complex projects.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses are noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 



or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The significant financial commitments from the private sector as well as a 
larger monetary commitment from LEAs demonstrate that there is a will to 
bring this project to capacity.  The relationships with local school districts, 
the Tennessee Department of Education, SCORE and the Rural School and 
Community Trust bode well for project dissemination and replication. 
 
Cost estimates per high school student were presented to bring the project to 
scale (p. 32-33). 
 
The needs for improvement in rural education in Tennessee and other parts 
of the United States could be addressed by this giant such as the 
development of virtual AP and other classes as well as the model of working 
with college advisors.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The commitment of LEA's is found in letters of support and the financial 
commitment to sustain the project.  The Tennessee Department of Education 
is in a position to extend this grant. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The evaluators have experience in large educational projects. 
 
The project director has been working with many of the East Tennessee 
district for about six years and has established strong and hands-on 
relationships.  The budget narrative and timelines are detailed and clearly set 
achievable and measurable objectives in most areas.  

 



Weaknesses 

Although most of the evaluation activities have been documented, the costs 
appear to be excessive (over $3,000,000).  
 
There needs to be more emphasis and personnel allocated for on going 
training and development of teachers.  Many teachers have not had 
experience in teaching on line or advanced placement.  The training protocol 
for teachers needs to be more developed and a validated model and the grant 
is silent as to how hundreds or maybe thousands of teachers will be trained. 
t 
There is no stipulation in the grant for examining and evaluating the 
effectiveness of the training or the instruction.  There also needs to be an 
evaluation of the link between training and student 
performance.  Introducing AP instruction, online classes and rigorous 
instruction will only be as successful as the instructors who teach these 
classes.  The success of the program could be tied to the quality as well as 
the quantity of offerings and instructors. 
 
The depth of the background and experience of the training staff and the 
other project staff are not extensive and are basically one or two district-
bound. Their resumes do not present a strong case for their readiness to lead, 
direct and manage large scale projects. 
 
Funds and the complete cooperation of the TDOE have not been finalized or 
secured.  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 



programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

This grant seeks to increase graduation and college attendance with 
innovative activities like college advisors and increases of AP and on line 
instruction to undeserved areas.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 



students.  
Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The proposal is linked with State and regional initiatives to improve the 
graduation rates, teacher effectiveness and college attendance in rural areas 
of Tennessee through a comprehensive partnership that will improve high 
school curriculum.  

 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The moderate evidence provided in this proposal to show internal and 
external validity was overwhelming met with the previous studies detailed in 
the proposal. The magnitude of the research-based evidence provided was 
extensive and intensive evidence of the likelihood that the project will have a 
significant effect. It is quite apparent that the proposed project will have 
statistically significant and substantial effects on improving student 
achievement or student growth, and closing achievement gaps.  
 



 

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses noted in the strength of research, significance of 
effect, and magnitude of effect.  

 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 



implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The overall quality of the proposed evaluation plan is strong. The 
investigators propose a quasi-experimental design with propensity score 
matching. There are several strengths in this evaluation plan to include the 
extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback towards achieving intended 
outcomes. The quality of the evaluation plan also includes a highly 
experience and knowledge independent external evaluator. 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses in the quality of the evaluation plan.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  



 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Competitive Preference Priorities 

Competitive Preference Priority #5, ―Innovations in Improving Early Learning Outcomes‖ 

The ―Improving Educational Outcomes for American Indian Children‖ will address CCP #5 by 

providing services to high-needs American Indian children ages prenatal to 5 years and their 

families.  The project, named BabyFACE, will improve educational outcomes for children from 

birth through 3
rd

 grade and is supported by evidence from prior evaluations.  

(a) The project is an adaptation of a unique intervention that has been proven to be successful 

with American Indian families and has been implemented for over 20 years.  BabyFACE is 

innovative in that it breaks the intergenerational issue of illiteracy that is a problem among many 

American Indian tribes, utilizes a home-visiting strategy to address the barrier to early childhood 

education of geographic isolation, and integrates tribal language and culture.   

The partners propose to implement this evidence-based home visitation program at 24 

BIE schools that do not currently offer home-based parent education and early education 

services. In addition to home-visiting services, the project will increase literacy resources in the 

home to increase literacy activities between parents and their infants, toddlers and preschoolers.   

(b)  Through regular health and developmental screenings, the BabyFACE project will assess 

each child’s progress in meeting developmental milestones.  When a concern is indicated, 

referral and follow-up will occur with appropriate health and/or early intervention services. (See 

Appendix H for Table 2 that outlines the screening and evaluation tools used to assess the 

desired outcomes.) 

(c) While BabyFACE is a home-based strategy to address the isolation that many American 

Indians families face, it includes a monthly group meeting component that is held at the local 
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elementary school.  These meetings help the families transition from home-based services to 

center-based services and facilitate transition to preschool and kindergarten.   

 The BabyFACE parent educators will be employees of the local schools and will serve as 

a link between the families and the schools to facilitate successful transitions into kindergarten. 

Competitive Preference Priority #8, ―Innovation that Serve Schools in Rural LEAs‖ 

American Indian families living on tribal lands are often geographically isolated.  Poverty and 

distance make travel a barrier.  Therefore, this project removes those barriers to early childhood 

health and education by sending the parent educators into the homes of the families.  

 Another barrier that contributes to the achievement gap in low performing schools is that 

a high percentage of American Indian families speak the Native language at home as the primary 

language.  To address this issue, parent educators who speak the Native language are hired from 

within the community.    

All of the 24 BIE schools participating in this project are persistently low performing 

schools as defined by the Department, and all of the schools are ―rural‖ schools.  It should be 

noted that BIE schools are not eligible for either the Small Rural School Achievement (SRSA) 

program or the Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) program.  However, they meet the 

following criteria outlined in the SRSA and RLIS programs: 

 20% or more of the children ages 5 through 17 served by the LEA are from families with 

incomes below the poverty line; 

 Each county in which a school served by the LEA is located has a total population density of 

fewer than 10 person per square mile; 

 The total number of students in average daily attendance at all of the schools served by the 

LEA is fewer than 600.  
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 The Parents as Teachers model upon which BabyFACE is based has been proven to close 

the achievement gap and to improve student achievement through third grade for children from 

impoverished families.  The evidence is stated in the Narrative. 

Narrative 

Title:  Improving Educational Outcomes for American Indian Children 

This Validation Grant application addresses Absolute Priority 4, ―Innovations that Turn 

Around Persistently Low-Performing Schools.‖ This project addresses high-needs students by 

closing the achievement gap at kindergarten entry and by improving student achievement 

through a targeted approach replicating a proven home-based intervention for American Indian 

families living on tribal reservations. 

The applicant is Parents as Teachers National Center (National Center), the official 

partner is a consortium of 24 Bureau of Indian Educations (BIE) schools, and another partner is 

the Bureau of Indian Education’s Albuquerque Service Center.  

A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 

(1) The applicant and 24 official partners propose to increase student performance at 24 BIE 

schools.  The need is clear since these schools are among the most chronically low-performing 

schools in the country.   Related, is the need for early education and child development services, 

which is a largely unmet need in the American Indian population: 

 Of the 24 BIE schools in this project, currently only 7 offer any pre-school services.   

 60% of the homes of American Indian kindergartners have 25 or fewer books, compared to 

25% of home nationally that have as few F. F

1
 The homes of American Indian children rank with 

                                                 
1
 U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States 2004-2005, 124

th
 Edition.  The 

national data book, p. Education 147.  Table No. 223.  Children’s School Readiness Skills:  1993 
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third world countries in international studies of access to books and literacy materials in the 

home. 
2
 

 39% of American Indian/Alaska Natives children age 5 years and younger live in poverty, 

more than double the rate for Caucasian children (16%). Census Bureau 2006. 

 Only 33% of American Indian children attend preschool, compared to 60% of Caucasian 

children.  Child Trends 2003 

The lack of early education resources is reflected in lower achievement in later schooling.  

Indicator National BIE Schools 2008-2009 

High School Graduation Rate 73% 52.46% 

High School Dropout Rate 8.7% 8.08% 

Reading Achievement 

Proficient + Advanced 

33% 37.51% 

Math Achievement 

Proficient + Advanced 

45% 33.26% 

Sources:  OIEP 2008-2009 Annual Report Card & National Center for Education Statistics  

 

. 

                                                                                                                                                             

and 2001.  Washington, D.C.:  Author.  www/census.gov/statab/www/statistical-abstract-

04.html.  

 

2
 Mullis, I.V.S., Martin, M.O., Gonzales, E.J., & Kennedy, A.M.  (2003).  PIRLS 2001 

international report: IEA’s study of reading literacy achievement in primary schools.  Chestnut 

Hill, MA:  Boston College. 
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(2)(a)  In order to meet the need to increase student performance at 24 BIE schools, the 

partners propose to implement an evidence-based home visitation program for high-needs 

families with children ages prenatal to kindergarten entry 

The goals are to narrow the achievement gap of American Indian children at kindergarten 

entry and to improve student achievement in reading and math through the third grade.  The 

objectives are a) early identification of health and developmental issues and referral for 

intervention of any delays, b) increasing parental knowledge of child development, c) increasing 

access to literacy resources in the home, d) increasing literacy activities, e) increasing parent 

involvement in their child’s education, and f) increasing school readiness.  The outcomes are a) 

fewer special education services needed at kindergarten entry, b) parents utilize effective child 

management techniques and have age-appropriate expectations for their children, c) more books 

and pre-literacy materials in the home, d) parents spend more time on literacy activities with the 

child(ren), e) parents attend or initiate meetings with teachers, and f) children score better on 

assessments.  

The BabyFACE intervention is designed to meet the need by accomplishing the objectives 

through its four components:  personal home visits, usually weekly or bi-weekly, delivered by 

trained and certified parent educators; monthly group meetings; routine vision, hearing, health 

and developmental screenings to detect any delays and make referrals for further evaluation and 

treatment as needed; and resource referrals as needed.  (See Appendix H for the PAT Logic 

Model.) 

 The objectives of increasing parental knowledge child development and of increasing  

school readiness will be reached for children in BabyFACE through regular weekly or bi-weekly 

home visits provided by parent educators who are certified to use the research-based, age-
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specific personal visit plans from the Born to Learn curriculum.  Each personal visit plan 

provides child development and parenting information which the parent educator discusses with 

the parents and then helps them practice through the related parent-child activity.   

 Closely related to school readiness are the objectives of increasing literacy resources in 

the home and increasing literacy activities in the home.  Research clearly shows that more books 

in the home, and more time spent reading to a child increases vocabulary and early literacy skills.  

BabyFACE parent educators will provide an age-appropriate book to the family in each personal 

visit, teach the parent techniques for engaging the child in the book, and encourage the parent to 

use those techniques frequently between personal visits.  The grant will also fund the enrolment 

of each BabyFACE child in the highly acclaimed Imagination Library so they will receive a 

high-quality, age-appropriate book in the mail each month.  The goal is to infuse 100 children’s 

books into each BabyFACE child’s home by the time they reach kindergarten.  Research equates 

this quantity with increased school readiness. 

The objective of identifying health and developmental issues before kindergarten entry 

will be met through regular screening during personal visits.  Developmental screening will be 

through the use of the Ages and Stages Questionnaire and the Ages and Stages: Social Emotional 

Questionnaire twice during each program year.  (This tool is used by many early intervention 

programs, but is especially effective when used in the home, by a parent educator who has a 

relationship with the parent and child.  The parent educator also uses the ASQ and ASQ:SE as a 

parent education tool.)  Annual health screening will be through the Parents as Teachers Health 

Record, and functional hearing and vision screening will also occur annually.  For the hearing 

screening a tool will be used that measures otoacoustical emissions, which is an evidence-based 

tool for hearing screenings for infants and toddlers. As needed, the objective of connecting 
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families with intervention services will be met by using the Referral Process developed by 

Parents as Teachers specifically for use in FACE programs in Native communities. 

The objective of increased parental involvement in the child’s schooling will be reached 

in a couple of ways.  Because BabyFACE parent educators will be from the community, and 

therefore American Indian and usually Native speakers, they will be better able to establish 

trusting relationships with families.  Because of this relationship of trust and because they will be 

operating out of the BIE school, the parent educators will be able to encourage the families’ 

connections to the school.  Also, through attendance at the monthly BabyFACE parent group 

meetings, which will be held in the school, the parents will become comfortable being in the 

school and comfortable talking with the principal and other staff in a positive way about their 

child.  (Many, if not most, American Indian parents have very negative associations with school, 

some of which stem from the days of boarding school atrocities.) 

This intervention strategy follows the theories of by Dr. James Heckman, Nobel Laureate 

in Economics, University of Chicago.  Dr. Heckman’s research argues that ―life cycle skill 

formation is dynamic in nature. Skill begets skill; motivation begets motivation.  If a child is not 

motivated and stimulated to learn and engage early on in life … the more costly it is to remediate 

disadvantage.‖  Thus, emphasis on early intervention is more effective than later remediation. 

The project is an adaptation of a unique intervention that has been proven to be 

successful with American Indian families and has been implemented for over 20 years.  In 1990 

the BIE funded six schools to implement a new educational intervention to address the poor 

educational achievement of American Indian children.  The intergenerational program, Family 

And Child Education (FACE), is a family literacy program involving families with children ages 

prenatal to third grade.  It includes both a school-based component and a home-based strategy.  
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The home-based component of the FACE program is an adaptation of the Parents as Teachers 

(PAT) early childhood education and parent support model with special emphasis on tribal 

cultures and languages. It is this home-based component that is to be separated and named 

BabyFACE.   

The FACE program addresses common characteristics of low-achieving children, namely 

poverty, low parental education, high levels of teen pregnancy, single-parent status, the fact that 

the language of the larger culture may not be spoken at home, the presence of speech and 

learning disabilities, low frequency of reading to children, few books in the home, and lower 

participation in and quality of preschools and schools. 0F

3
  Cultural factors that may affect early 

development, educational expectations, and learning in ways that affect school achievement also 

are addressed by the FACE program.  

The BIE intended to implement the FACE program at all BIE schools over time to reduce 

and ultimately eliminate the large achievement gap that exists for American Indian children at 

school entry and persists throughout early elementary years. Despite 20 years of growth, 

resource limitations have prevented the program from being brought to scale in the BIE's 

primarily rural schools. Therefore there is the need to implement the proposed BabyFACE 

project at 24 BIE schools that do not offer the FACE program.   

The evidence base for BabyFACE comes from evaluations for the home-based component of 

FACE and for the original PAT model. BabyFACE is innovative in that it breaks the 

intergenerational issue of illiteracy that is a problem among many American Indian tribes, 

utilizes a home-visiting strategy to address the barrier of geographic of isolation, and integrates 

                                                 
3
 Demmert, W.G. and Grissmer, D.  Improving the Education of Native American Children.  

NIH work in progress, January 2005. 
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tribal language and culture.   The Parents as Teachers model, which is the basis of the 

BabyFACE model, is a recognized effective strategy for improving educational outcomes for 

high-needs children.  Among the citations for Parents as Teachers are the following: 

 Listed as ―What Works‖ in Child Trends Guide to Effective Programs for Children and 

Youth under ―Parenting or Family Component‖ and ―Home Visiting.‖ 

http://www.childtrends.org/Lifecourse/programs/ParentsAsTeachers(PAT).htm 

 Listed on the Proven and Promising Practices Web site. 

http://www.promisingpractices.net 

 Listed as a promising program by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(OJJDP) Model Program Guide. 

http://www.dsgonline.com/mpg2.5/parent_training_prevention.htm 

 Listed as an ―Educational Program that Works‖ by the National Diffusion Network, 1995. 

http://www.ed.gov/pubs/EPTW/index.html 

 

 (2) (b) The FACE quality assurance guidelines will be used to help ensure that the model is 

implemented in a consistent manner  and with fidelity in order to achieve the goals, objectives 

and outcomes found in the home-based portion of the FACE program.   

(3) The BabyFACE project will be implemented to be completely consistent with the 

research of the FACE and PAT models.  Because the replication is based on the home-based 

evaluations of FACE, the project already takes into account the culture context and diversity of 

each Tribe. 

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

(1)  Four independently conducted randomized controlled trials (RCTs) of the PAT 

program and seven peer-reviewed published outcome studies constitute the moderate evidence 

http://www.ed.gov/pubs/EPTW/index.html


 10 

for the internal and external validity of the effects of the program.  Studies of the Parents as 

Teachers (PAT) model as it is implemented in a wide variety of educational and community 

settings nationwide and worldwide provide moderate evidence for improving student 

achievement and growth, closing achievement gaps for high needs students, improving 

transitions at critical points of development, and reducing non-academic barriers to student 

achievement, such as home literacy activity and the parent’s engagement in their child's learning 

and education.  The PAT model is an evidence-based home visiting program that has been the 

subject of research conducted or supported by state governments, independent school districts, 

private foundations, and universities and research organizations.  

The BabyFACE program proposed for the Validation grant will employ the same 

practices, strategies and program that constitutes the PAT model, as well as its culturally-

relevant adaptation in the BIE's FACE home-based early childhood component, both of which 

have been the subject of prior research.   

 The first evaluation of the then-named "Parents as First Teachers" pilot program was 

conducted by Research & Training Associates, Inc. (RTA), the proposed outside evaluator for 

this grant, and funded by the Ford Foundation.  The study results of this quasi-experimentally 

designed study were published in 1989 and provided the first evidence that participation in this 

program increases the child's intellectual development at age three.
4
  A longitudinal follow-up to 

this study found that PAT children scored significantly higher on standardized measures of 

reading and math at the end of first grade than did comparison children. In addition, teachers 

rated PAT children’s achievement progress higher than control group children’s progress in all 

                                                 
4 

Pfannenstiel, J. and Seltzer, D. (1989). New Parents as Teachers: Evaluation of an Early Parent 

Education Program. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 4, 1-18. 
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areas.
5
 Another study similarly found that PAT children continued to perform better than non-

PAT children on standardized tests of reading and math achievement in second grade. Compared 

to non-PAT children, PAT children required half the rate of remedial and special education 

placements in third grade.
6 

 In the most recent RCT study, the program's effectiveness in improving the early 

achievement of children at risk of failure was demonstrated. PAT children scored significantly 

higher on mastery motivation
7 

at 36 months.  At 24 months, greater effects were found for low-

income PAT families, whose children scored significantly higher on cognitive development and 

mastery motivation than comparison group families.8 A multi-site RCT study demonstrated that 

for families of very low income, those who participated in PAT were more likely to read aloud to 

their child, tell stories, say nursery rhymes, and sing with their child9
 —home literacy strategies 

                                                 
5
 Pfannenstiel, J. (1989). New Parents as Teachers project: A follow-up investigation. Overland 

Park, KS: Research & Training Associates. 

6
 Drazen, S., & Haust, M. (1995). The effects of the Parents and Children Together (PACT) 

program on school achievement. Binghamton, NY. 

7 
The attempt to independently, in a focused and persistent manner, solve a problem or master a 

skill or task which is at least moderately challenging. 

8 Drotar, D., Robinson, J., Jeavons, I., and Kirchner, H.L. (2009).  A randomized, controlled 

evaluation of early intervention:  The Born to Learn curriculum.  Child:  Care, health and 

development, 35, 643-649.   

9 
Wagner, M. & Spiker, D. (2001). Multisite Parents as Teachers Evaluation: Experience and 

outcomes for children and families. Menlo Park, CA: SRI, Int’l 

www.sri.com/policy/cehs/early/pat.html 

http://www.sri.com/policy/cehs/early/pat.html
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that are important predictors of school readiness and early elementary success.   The results of an 

RCT study that focused on adolescent mothers demonstrated that mothers who received case 

management and PAT were significantly less likely to be subjected to child abuse investigations 

than mothers in the control group.10
  In another previously cited randomized trial, adolescent 

mothers in an urban community who participated in Parents as Teachers scored lower on a child 

maltreatment precursor scale than mothers in the control group.11 These adolescent mothers 

showed greater improvement in knowledge of discipline, showed more positive involvement 

with children, and organized their home environment in a way more conducive to child 

development.   

 Other large sample studies of the PAT program have focused on the empirical assessment 

of the internal validity of the theoretical and hypothesized ways in which the model demonstrates 

its causal effects on important early indicators of school readiness and sustained achievement in 

the early elementary years.  More than 7,700 public school children from a stratified random 

sample of Missouri districts and schools were examined at kindergarten entry and at the end of 

third grade. Using structural equation modeling of time-sequenced causal pre-kindergarten 

events, the PAT program demonstrated its direct effects on significantly more frequent home 

                                                 
10 Wagner, M.M. & Clayton, S.L. (1999). The Parents as Teachers Program: Results from Two 

Demonstrations. The Future of Children: Home Visiting: Recent Program Evaluations, 9(1), 91-

115. 

6
Wagner, M., Iida, E. & Spiker, D. (2001). The multisite evaluation of the Parents as Teachers 

home visiting program: Three-year findings from one community. Menlo Park, CA: SRI 

International.   
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literacy activity, such as parents reading to their child, and on significantly more frequent 

preschool attendance, both of which increased the child's school readiness.12 Not only did 

participation in PAT, together with preschool and the frequency that the child is read to, 

positively impact children's school readiness and school achievement scores, but participation 

also narrowed the achievement gap between children in poverty and those from non-poverty 

households. With at least two years of PAT combined with a year of preschool, 82% of poor 

children were ready for school at kindergarten entry—a level identical to non-poverty children 

with no PAT or preschool participation.
13

  A subsequent study demonstrated that PAT parents 

were more involved in children's school activities and engaged their children more frequently in 

home learning activities, especially literacy related activities.14   

In an investigation of the sustained and longer-term effects of PAT participation on 

children's achievement, PAT children showed better school readiness at the start of kindergarten, 

higher reading and math readiness at the end of kindergarten, higher kindergarten grades, and 

                                                 
12 

Pfannenstiel, J.C., Seitz, V., & Zigler, E. (2002).  Promoting school readiness:  The role of the 

Parents as Teachers program.  NHSA Dialog:  A Research-to-Practice Journal for the Early 

Intervention Field, 6, 71-86.  

13
 Pfannenstiel, J.C. & Zigler, E. (2007). Prekindergarten experiences, school readiness and 

early elementary achievement. Unpublished report prepared for Parents as Teachers National 

Center. 

14 
Albritton, S., Klotz, J., & Roberson, T. (2004) The effects of participating in a Parents as 

Teachers program on parental involvement in the learning process at school and in the home.  E-

Journal of Teaching and Learning in Diverse Settings, 1(2), 108-208. 

http://www.subr.edu/coeducation/ejournal/Albritton%20et%20al.Article.htm.
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fewer remedial education placements in first grade.15  In a replication and extension of an earlier 

study by Pfannenstiel, Zigler and Seitz, greater intensity of PAT participation significantly 

predicted children's third grade achievement on the statewide reading assessment.  The study 

further demonstrated the importance of school readiness as an important outcome for early 

learning programs: in this structural equation model, school readiness was the largest 

predictor of third grade achievement, three times the magnitude of child poverty and 

race/ethnicity.  Thus, bringing children to a level playing field at school entry is a critically 

important element for improved achievement and narrowing the achievement gap.
16 

 

Additional quasi-experimental and correlational studies of the model as it has been 

adapted to integrate the culture and languages of the American Indian communities served by 

BIE schools and incorporated into the BIE's Family and Child Education (FACE) Program have 

been conducted under the aegis of the Office of Management and Budget and the BIA's Bureau 

of Indian Education. In a quasi-experimental study commissioned by the Office of Management 

and Budget,
17

 FACE children were found to enter kindergarten on a level playing field with their 

                                                 
15

 Drazen, S., & Haust, M. (1995). The effects of the Parents and Children Together (PACT) 

program on school achievement. Binghamton, NY.; Drazen, S. & Haust, M. (1996). Lasting 

academic gains from an early home visitation program. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 

the American Psychological Association, August 1996.  

16 Zigler, E., Pfannenstiel, J.C., & Seitz, V. (2008). The Parents as Teachers Program and School 

Success: A Replication and Extension. Journal of Primary Prevention, 29, 103-120. 

 

17 
Pfannenstiel, J., Yarnell, V. and Seltzer, D. (2006).  Family and Child Education (FACE) 

Program:  Impact Study Findings.  Overland Park, KS:  Research & Training Associates, Inc. 
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comparison school peers, despite the fact that FACE children had significantly more 

characteristics that place them at risk for educational failure (e.g., mothers with less than a high 

school education, single-parent households, and primary language in the home is not English), 

than did comparison children.  FACE children entered kindergarten scoring similarly to their 

American Indian peers on a standardized test of reading and mathematics achievement, but both 

groups scored significantly below the national norm. A structural equation model was 

successfully fitted to the data and supported the FACE program’s logic model for how 

participation predicts school readiness. The frequency of home literacy activity was a significant, 

direct, and meaningful predictor of school readiness—whether it was measured by the direct 

assessment method of a nationally standardized test or by teacher observations and ratings of 

kindergartners' readiness on multiple "whole child" domains.   

(2)  Especially for children in rural reservation settings, the effects of early identification 

of language delays, the focus on vocabulary acquisition, the availability of books in the home, 

and the frequency that parents conduct home literacy activity provide significant, direct and 

meaningful effects on kindergarten readiness.  While path coefficients18 that predict the direct 

effects of the frequency that adults read to a child and kindergarten readiness are approximately 

.13 in magnitude (Zigler et al., 2008), the magnitude for children in BIE schools was almost 

twice the size found for public school students in non-reservation settings (Pfannenstiel et al., 

2006).  Thus, providing a pre-kindergarten literacy and parent support program to children in 

households near BIE schools is expected to alter the typical trajectory for American Indian 

                                                 
18

The magnitude of path coefficients are interpreted similarly to regression coefficients, ranging 

from 0-99. 
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children that results in a large achievement gap at school entry and extends throughout their 

schooling. 

C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant 

The non-profit National Center has directed the replication of the Parents as Teachers 

service model in all 50 states and seven other countries (Australia, Canada, China, Germany, 

Mexico, New Zealand and the United Kingdom).  Today there are 3,100 local Parents as 

Teachers programs serving more than 250,000 families representing more than 335,000 children. 

The non-profit Parents as Teachers National Center is the applicant for this Validation Grant.  

The official partners are 24 BIE schools.  The Bureau of Indian Education is an other partner. 

Research & Training Associates is the evaluator and a contractor. The BIE schools that are 

official partners are listed in Appendix H. 

 (1) In addition to program replication, the National Center has provided technical 

assistance and administrative support for the FACE program for American Indian families for 20 

years.  Through a contract with the Bureau of Indian Education, the National Center serves 

FACE programs at 45 BIE schools in 11 states. 

 The Parents as Teachers Heroes at Home initiative for military families is a project of the 

National Center.  Through a contract with the Department of the Army, Parents as Teachers 

Heroes at Home has been expanded from 9 bases to 36 installations over the past three years. 

  (2)(b) Through its work in public schools, Parents as Teachers has narrowed the 

achievement gap between low-income children and their more affluent peers, and has improved 

school readiness and school success for low-income children.  In a recent evaluation (Zigler et. 

al. 2008) 7,710 public school children from a stratified random sample of Missouri districts and 

schools were examined at kindergarten entry and at the end of third grade. Results showed that 
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participation in Parents as Teachers, together with preschool, not only positively impacts 

children's school readiness and school achievement scores, but also narrows the achievement gap 

between children in poverty and those from non-poverty households. A re-analysis using a subset 

of the above data strongly confirmed these findings.  Similar effects were verified in evaluations 

of Parents as Teachers programs in New York, California and North Carolina. 

Evaluations of the home-based component of the FACE model also demonstrate closing 

the achievement gap for children who participate in the program with their families.  

D. Quality of the Project Evaluation 

 (1) RTA proposes to conduct a quasi-experimental evaluation of the proposed 

BabyFACE program and will conduct a comprehensive research study that will compare and 

analyze the impact of BabyFACE involvement as it relates to the early identification and 

prevention of developmental delays, parent knowledge and parenting education, home literacy, 

preschool attendance, and attainment of readiness skills necessary for success at kindergarten 

entry and in early elementary years. As outlined by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

definition of scientifically-based research, the ―next best‖ practice for the conduct of 

scientifically-based research when lacking the ability to randomly assign participants to 

treatment conditions is to select a comparison group that is as similar as possible to the group 

receiving the BabyFACE services.   

A comparison group of BIE schools who do not participate in the FACE program or the 

proposed BabyFACE program will be randomly selected from a sampling frame stratified by 

agency
19

 and tribal affiliation to match the geographic and tribal representation of participating 

                                                 
19

 BIE schools are organized within 23 agencies that are comprised of geographically proximate 

schools. 



 18 

BIE schools (see Table 1 in Appendix H). The comparison group will be comprised of families 

with similarly-aged children as are represented in the participating sample, identified from birth 

lists maintained by the Indian Health Service. Similar sample sizes for participating and 

comparison groups will be selected, which is estimated at approximately 1,000 children. 

Research Design 

The goals of the BabyFACE program—to narrow and ultimately eliminate the 

achievement gap of American Indian children at kindergarten entry and to sustain student 

achievement in the early elementary grades—will be evaluated in terms of the aligned program 

objectives that reflect the logic model (see Appendix H) for how the PAT model demonstrates its 

effects on school readiness.  The extent to which the BabyFACE program ultimately impacts 

school readiness and 3
rd

 grade achievement will be addressed through comprehensive data 

collection efforts designed to measure progress from birth to school age and—with the assistance 

of the BIE's newly developed longitudinal data reporting system (NASIS)—to assess sustained 

early elementary reading achievement through the third grade. A series of research questions 

guide the evaluation design: 

1. To what extent does BabyFACE identify and remediate developmental and language delays 

prior to school entry? 

2. Does participation in BabyFACE reduce the likelihood that children require and acquire 

Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) for special education services when they enter school?   

3. What are the pre-kindergarten experiences of BabyFACE and comparison children entering 

kindergarten in terms of types of preschool attendance and how do those experiences relate to 

kindergarten readiness? 
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4. Does BabyFACE participation increase parents' knowledge of child development and 

increase their role as the first and most important teachers of their children? 

5. Does BabyFACE participation increase access to books in the home? 

6. Does BabyFACE participation increase the frequency of home-literacy activity?   

7. Does BabyFACE participation directly increase children’s school readiness, level the 

playing field for American Indian children, and reduce their achievement gap? Does 

participation directly/indirectly impact school readiness through greater frequency of 

preschool attendance and increased home literacy activity as hypothesized by the PAT logic 

model? 

8. Does BabyFACE participation and school readiness predict school achievement in the early 

elementary years? 

(2) Table 2 (See Appendix H) provides a matrix of program objectives and the 

measures/indicators that will be collected to assess progress towards achieving these objectives.  

These measures and indicators have been selected, developed and/or refined over the 20 years of 

FACE implementation at BIE schools to improve the validity and reliability of data collection 

efforts. The Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) is a commercially available instrument that 

has been used with American Indian children in the FACE program for more than a decade.  The 

Protective Factors Survey is a product of the FRIENDS National Resource Center for 

Community-Based Child Abuse Prevention and the University of Kansas Institute for 

Educational Research and Public Service for the federally-funded network of Community Based 

Child Abuse Prevention programs.   Both National Center staff and RTA staff have a long 

history of using the proposed instruments for program implementation data needs as well as 

process and outcome evaluation information.   
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(3) RTA has a long 30-year history of providing technical assistance and evaluation services 

to BIE schools.  RTA is aware of the issues and needs that are presented by working with many 

tribes and schools and the special needs posed by the geographic distances to many of these 

schools.  Because of the many well-documented needs required in the valid and reliable 

assessment of young children—and the special needs required to reduce the impact of different 

languages and cultures—RTA proposes to use parent educators at existing FACE sites that are 

geographically proximate to the comparison sites to assess the young children.  Since at least 

90% of parent educators at FACE sites are American Indian, they bring both the expertise 

required for valid assessment of children and their language and culture to this important data 

collection task. 

Data Analysis 

In addition to the selection of a comparison group, the definition of scientifically-based 

research ―involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses and 

justify the general conclusions drawn.‖
20

  There are several strategies for establishing evidence 

for causality in non-experimental research based on data from a single research study.  ―The 

strongest non-experimental quantitative studies usually result from well-controlled prospective 

studies and from confirmatory structural equation (theoretical) models.‖ (Johnson and 

Christensen, 2000).
21

   

                                                 
20

 No Child Left Behind Act.  (2001).  Title IX, Part A, Section 9101 (37). 

21
 Johnson, R.B. & Christensen, L.B.  (2000).  Educational research: Quantitative and 

qualitative approaches.  Boston: Allyn and Bacon, p. 8. 
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The evaluation of the BabyFACE program will employ the following strategies for 

establishing evidence of causality and thereby contribute to the body of scientifically based 

research on the efficacy of the BabyFACE model:  

1. Data will be collected that has an established temporal order (e.g., BabyFACE 

participation, preschool attendance, and home literacy precede kindergarten readiness). 

2. The intervening mechanisms by which the BabyFACE program demonstrates its effects on 

kindergarten readiness and student achievement will be made explicit through a structural 

model. 

3. Evidence of dose/response relationships will be measured and analyzed. 

4. The use of one or more control techniques will be made explicit (e.g., controls for gender, 

mother’s educational level).  See Johnson, 2001.22 

Analytical strategies will be employed that statistically adjust for initial differences between 

participating and non-participating children and families. The initial equivalence of participating 

and non-participating families will be assessed on a number of indicators that are important to 

outcomes at BIE schools, including: 

 The educational level and age of the mother at the child's birth, 

 The primary language spoken in the home, 

 Single or dual parent households,   

 Household receipt of public assistance or employment level, and 

 Age(s) of pre-kindergarten child(ren). 

                                                 
22

 Johnson, B.  (2001).  Toward a new classification of nonexperimental quantitative research.  

Educational Researcher, 30 (2), 3-13. 
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Multiple models will be formulated from this comprehensive model and subjected to 

empirical tests, within the constraints of the appropriate numbers of variables and paths that can 

be specified in light of sample size. This level of comprehensiveness and rigor in design enables 

the evaluation to examine the extent to which type and intensity of participation in BabyFACE is 

related to kindergarten readiness and sustained effects on third grade achievement.   

Finally, statistically significant predictors of school readiness will be utilized to construct 

a structural model of the direct and indirect effects of BabyFACE.  This structural model 

represents the best approach to the intents of scientifically-based research to reveal causal or 

explanatory models of how a program such as BabyFACE produces impacts on important 

outcomes such as kindergarten readiness and sustained achievement in early elementary grades.   

  (4) Implementation/Process Evaluation.  Through the two decades of FACE 

implementation at BIE schools, RTA—together with the National Center and BIE—have 

developed quality indicators of program implementation that provide standards for the 

assessment of FACE implementation quality.  Data is obtained on an annual basis and an annual 

report of findings provides information for all sites and at the site level that describes 

implementation quality, implementation challenges, and implementation successes.  RTA 

proposes to use the same procedures for the BabyFACE implementation evaluation.   

RTA has conducted independent outside evaluations of the BIE's FACE program, which 

incorporates the PAT program as its home-based component, since its beginnings in 1990.  This 

extensive experience demonstrates that RTA has the capacity and sufficient resources to 

effectively carry out the evaluation for the BabyFACE project at 24 BIE schools. 
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(5) RTA is an independent evaluator.  Neither the program developers (the National 

Center and the Bureau) nor the project implementer (the 24 BIE schools) will evaluate the 

impact of the project. 

E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

(1) The partners propose to serve 30 – 40 families with 36 – 48 children at each of the 24 

BIE schools, for an annual minimum of 720 to a maximum of 960 families.  Each family will 

have at least one age-eligible child.  We hypothesize that 20% of the families will have more 

than 1 age-eligible child.  So the number of children to be served annually is between 864 – 

1,152.   Over the course of the project the number of children served will be no fewer than 2,500.  

Since families can participate for several years depending on the age of their child when they 

enroll, the number served annually will be a duplicated count. 

 Experience with home-based FACE shows that 30-40 families per year is an appropriate 

and manageable number for two full time parent educators to reach and serve .  Families will be 

recruited through a variety of methods that have shown to be effective for the FACE program.  

These include recruitment at school events, through the WIC office, at community centers, 

through the community health representatives, on the local Tribal radio stations and through 

Tribal government offices.  Experience shows that after the first round of recruitment, word-of-

mouth is the most effective recruitment tool. For evaluation purposes, recruitment efforts will be 

prioritized to families with children prenatal to 2 years initially.    

The ongoing operation of the FACE program at BIE schools as noted above is the 

evidence that the partners can reach the proposed number of students. Last year the 45 FACE 

programs served 3,190 children and parents. 
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(2)   The number of FACE sites was static at 22 locations from 1996 through 2001.  An 

additional 10 sites were added in 2002 (32 sites), and another 7 sites were added in 2004 (39 

sites).  The number of FACE schools now stands at 45.  This demonstrates the partners’ ability to 

scale-up and replicate a project.  

It should be noted that all the BIE schools participating in this BabyFACE project have 

submitted Letters of Intent to Join the Consortium stating that the school will participate and that 

the LOIs are signed by the school principal, an authorized school board member, and a BIE 

Education Line Officer.  These letters are included in Appendix D. 

There are 56 FTEs employed at the St. Louis-based National Center.  Among the staff 

there are six employees with Master’s degrees in education or social work and four employees 

with Doctorate degrees in child psychology or public policy.  These include the key staff 

members involved with the management of this project, including the FACE Director (MSW),  

FACE Project Manager (M.Ed.), and the Senior Manager for Special Projects (PhD).  See 

Appendix C for resumes for Kate McGilly, Marsha Gebhardt and Diane Givens.   

The National Center houses a department of 4.0 FTEs to service the FACE project only.  

There are another 2 FTEs in other departments that have provided technical assistance to FACE 

programs in prior years.  The FACE Director and Manager at the National Center have a 

combined 25 years experience with the FACE program and provide 39 on-site technical 

assistance visits each year.  

The capacity of the National Center to effectively replicate programs can be 

demonstrated by the number of new PAT programs that are begun each year.  For the fiscal year 

ended June 30, 2009, the National Center trained and certified 242 new PAT programs across the 
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country and in other countries. This was an increase over the previous two years (164 new 

programs in 2007 and 222 new programs in 2008). 

 Replication of BabyFACE will occur during the grant period. 

 The National Center, as the applicant, also has the capacity to raise the required match 

and has registered the project at the foundationregistryi3 website. 

(3) The National Center has developed Quality Assurance Guidelines that reflect best 

practices in ensuring model fidelity and program outcomes.  New programs - which these 

BabyFACE programs will be - are expected to use these guidelines and the Parents as Teachers 

quality standards to provide a blueprint that will guide the program’s implementation.  Model 

fidelity and program quality provide the foundation for demonstrating outcomes for children and 

families. The requirements and guidelines described in this Quality Assurance Guidelines and 

the Quality Standards documents represent the programmatic elements that will guide the 

development of the BabyFACE programs.   

Technical assistance will be provided at the onset of the programs and will continue to be 

provided throughout the project to ensure model fidelity and continuous quality improvement.  

This is consistent with the technical assistance provided to FACE programs which has helped 

them be successful for 20 years. 

The fact that FACE has been successfully replicated with 21 different tribes speaks to the 

ability to successfully replicate within different cultures. Also, Parents as Teachers is currently 

being used with a wide variety of populations, including the indigenous people of New Zealand, 

in China, and with immigrant families in Germany.  In the U. S. 12% of families in PAT 

programs speak Spanish as their primary language and 7% of families have at least one parent 

who is foreign-born. (2008-2009 PAT Annual Program Report) 
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 Last year there were 242 new PAT programs certified by the National Center, indicating 

the capacity to replicate the service model.  By contrast, historically less than 1% of programs 

are de-certified each year, also an indication of model fidelity and user satisfaction.  Another 

indicator of end-user satisfaction is the family attrition rate.  The attrition rate nationally is 17% 

which is very low for a program with voluntary participation. 

(4) Estimate of the 5 year cost of the proposed project:  including Federal Funds, private 

matching funds and partner in kind contributions:  $20,532,852. 

Start up costs:  To estimate the start up costs per student, we divided the total Year 1 costs, 

$3,557,877, by the number of children being reached, a number between 864 and 1152 children.  

So the estimate of start up cots per student ranges from $3,076 to $4,101 per student. 

Operating costs per student per year (including indirect costs):  to estimate the operating 

costs per student per year, we again divide the annual costs by the number of children being 

reached per year, which is estimated to be between 36 and 48 children per site per year or 864-

1,152 total per year. 

Operating costs per student per year are therefore approximately (reflecting a 3% increase 

each year):  

 Year 1 (services only for part of the year).  Between $3,076 and $4,101 per student 

 Year 2 (services all year):   between $3,533 and $4,710 per student  

 Year 3 (services all year):  $3,620 and $4,827 per student 

 Year 4 (services all year):  between $3,660 and $4,879 per student 

 Year 5 (service all year):  between $3,859 and $5,145 per student 

Estimates of costs to reach 100,000, 250,000 and 500,000 students:  
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Since the BabyFACE model is intended to be a multi-year intervention, with children and their 

families participating anywhere up to five years, it is difficult to accurately estimate this kind of 

cost. 

The annual local site implementation cost to serve a child with bi-weekly to weekly contacts 

for an entire program year is approximately $3,419 per child.  This figure varies depending on 

frequency of visits (weekly vs. bi-weekly) and the number of families with more than one child 

being served simultaneously.  This estimate is based on the Year 5 local program site operating 

costs, including indirect and in kind, assuming the question relates to what it would cost to 

continue to operate this program beyond the project period. 

 To reach 100,000 children therefore would cost on average approximately $341,900,000 

per year 

 To reach 250,000 children would cost $854,750,000 

 To reach 500,000 children would cost $1,709,500,000. 

(5) Project results, like the ones from this project, are disseminated to other early 

childhood partner organizations and through presentations at professional conferences.  The 

result to be disseminated from this BabyFACE project is the effectiveness of parent education for 

resource impoverished, isolated, and rural populations.  

The National Center communicates with its network of programs through the PATNews 

publication (circulation 18,200) and highlights significant projects at workshops during the 

annual conference.  Information about initiatives and replication is through the network of PAT 

State Offices.  There are PAT State Offices in 32 states and in four countries 

The FACE project publishes the FACE to FACE newsletter four times each year.  The 

circulation for the newsletter is 750 including BIE schools and tribal schools.  The publication 
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highlights special projects, such as BabyFACE.  In addition, there is an annual conference for 

FACE programs that includes other school personnel and ELO staff.  Through conference 

workshops, outcomes from the BabyFACE project will be shared.   

F. Sustainability 

(1) Each of the participating BIE schools has submitted a ―Letter of Intent to Join the 

Consortium‖ that is signed by the school principal, school board member, and BIE Education 

Line Office indicating their intent to participate in the BabyFACE project.  In addition, the 

Bureau has organized two conference calls with the ELOs and schools to discuss the project and 

to explain the roles of the schools and the roles of the Bureau and the National Center.   

 The enthusiastic role of the Bureau in developing this application and project is the key to 

the future of BabyFACE after the end of the grant.  It is believed that the outcomes for children 

and families will warrant continuing funding, either through the Bureau or other federal funding 

streams.  Furthermore, the positive outcomes should encourage other BIE schools to allocate 

portions of their Title funds to continuing or implementing BabyFACE programs at their schools. 

(2) As a part of the project, each school will be asked to develop a sustainability plan that 

will be submitted to the ELO and Bureau.  FACE programs already submit such documents as 

part of their annual application.  BabyFACE programs will follow the same model.  The FACE 

documents include assurances and letters of commitment from the school principal, school board 

president, and ELO.  Schools will also have the opportunity to allocate a portion of their Title I 

funds to support BabyFACE. 

G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 

(1) See Appendix H for timeline with benchmarks and responsibilities. 

The following is the narrative of the major pieces of the management plan. 
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Initial Implementation 

o Develop Start-up Packet to include: program description, guidelines, job descriptions, 

materials and equipment lists 

o Mail Start-up Packet to principals/supervisors 

o Conduct conference call with principals/supervisors of the awarded schools to discuss: 

hiring, job description/qualifications, space requirements, equipment, training dates 

o Provide support to principals as they work to hire parent educators by January 2011 and 

begin to develop the office space and arrange for vehicles. 

Training 

Provide training/professional development, schedule and content designed according to the 

successful plan used for the FACE programs over the past 20 years. 

o Implementation Training (4 ½ days) – Parent educators attend all 5 days and 

supervisors attend 2 days.  This is the Parents as Teachers Born to Learn Training 

required for each parent educator, plus supervisor training. 

o Follow-up Training (3 days) – 2 months after Implementation Training; parent 

educators only.  This includes health, hearing, vision and developmental screening 

training as well as in-depth training on encouraging early literacy. 

Service Delivery 

Beginning in the 2
nd

 quarter of the first year, parent educators will start providing direct services 

to families, and will do so every quarter throughout the length of the grant.  They will operate on 

the same schedule as the BIE school. 

Services will include: 
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o Personal visits: weekly or bi-weekly visits lasting one hour, using a visit plan from the 

Born to Learn curriculum.  These will usually be conducted in the home and include any 

extended family members present.  They will cover child development and parenting 

topics. 

o Screening: Annual health, hearing and vision screenings will occur within the personal 

visit.  Developmental screening will be done at least twice each program year, using the 

Ages and Stages Questionnaire tool. 

o Referral and Resource Network:  Referrals will be made as needed, using the Referral 

Process created by Parents as Teachers for use in FACE programs.  Families will be 

connected with other resources as needed, resulting from the parent educators’ knowledge 

of the community and their relationship with the family. 

o Parent group meetings (Family Circles):  Each month families will attend a Family Circle 

in the school.  They will learn additional information about parenting and child 

development and will benefit from networking with other families. 

Technical Assistance 

Provide technical assistance.  This will be scheduled and the content designed according to the 

successful plan in use for FACE programs for the past 20 years. 

o Each on-site technical assistance visit will be 2 days. 

o Year one, each site will get one on-site visit before May, 2011. 

o Year 2 and 3, each site will get two on-site visits between September and May. 

o Year 4 and 5, each site will get one on-site visit.  Sites needing extra help will get a 

second visit. 
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o Each on-site visit will address enhancing the quality of: personal visits, enrollment and 

participation by families, screening and referrals, parent group meetings, resource 

networking, recordkeeping, data collection and submission for evaluation and 

accountability. 

o Each on-site visit will include an exit meeting and be followed by a thorough report, sent 

to the principal, parent educators and BIE. 

o Monthly phone and email technical assistance will be provided to all sites every year. 

Program Development/Quality Assurance 

o Provide Annual Professional Development  

o Parent educators attend professional development training in the fall of years 2 

through 5.  Necessary additional professional development and professional 

networking.  Year 2 will include the 2-day Born to Learn for Ages 3 to 

Kindergarten Entry.  Year 3 will include the 2-day Working with Families of 

Children With Special Needs.   

o Webinar in-services will be conducted regionally in the 2
nd

 quarter of years 2 through 

5.  These will address topics as indicated based on surveys of program needs, 

technical assistance, and data collection.  

o Provide training for new parent educators as replacements are needed.  There are many 

Parents as Teachers Born to Learn trainings available throughout each year.  If a parent 

educator begins after the initial Baby FACE trainings have been conducted, they will be 

expected to attend another Parents as Teachers training in order to become a certified. 

parent educator. 
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o Assure coordination and accountability through close communication and collaboration 

between the Baby FACE Manager at the National Center and the Baby FACE oversight at 

BIE.  This will occur regularly and as needed throughout the length of the grant. 

The National Center has designed an appropriate and realistic budget and is confident that all 

project tasks can be completed on time and within budget.  The National Center has 20 years’ 

experience successfully managing programs of similar and larger scope.   

 (2)   Marsha Gebhardt, who will serve as the project director, is the current FACE 

Project Director at the National Center.  She has held this position since 1999.  She plans, 

supervises and conducts annual trainings, technical assistance and program development for the 

home-based component of the FACE program at 45 Bureau schools.  Ms. Gebhardt holds a 

Master’s degree in Social Work from the University of Missouri. 

Diane Givens will assist Ms. Gebhardt.  She has been the FACE Technical Assistance 

Manager at the National Center since 2003.  She is a family literacy expert and serves as a 

member of the Working Partners Literacy Group for the National Institute on Literacy.  Along 

with a Master’s degree in Education, Ms. Givens is also a certified parent educator.   

Kate McGilly, PhD, Senior Manager for Special Projects at the National Center, will 

manage the financial and reporting aspects of the project.  Dr. McGilly has held numerous 

positions with the National Center since 1996.   She is responsible for monitoring and reporting 

on federal grants and contracts.  These federal grants include two grants from the Department of 

Education, Fund for the Improvement of Education totaling $419,768, a 5-year Responsible 

Fatherhood grant from the Department of Health and Human Services totaling $1.25 million, and 

a contract with the Department of the Army for the Heroes at Home initiative totaling $10 
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million.  Dr. McGilly holds a doctorate in developmental psychology from Carnegie Mellon 

University.   (All resumes are found in Appendix C.) 

(3)  Research & Training Associates, Inc. (RTA) is engaged in research, evaluation, and 

technical assistance, primarily in the areas of education, planning and needs assessment, policy 

analysis and development, criminal justice, and community partnerships.  Areas of professional 

education and experience include early childhood, elementary, secondary, pre-service, and adult 

curriculum and instruction; literacy, family involvement, technology applications, school wide 

reform, welfare reform, research design, testing and measurement, and evaluation.  RTA 

conducts evaluations for federal, state and local agencies, and philanthropic foundations.   

RTA has extensive experience in the evaluation of early childhood programs and has 

conducted quasi-experimental studies of both the Parents as Teachers program and the BIE's Family 

and Child Education (FACE) programs.   

RTA also provides a lengthy history of work with the BIA/BIE.  Beginning in 1982 under 

a U.S. Department of Education subcontract to provide Title I technical assistance to six 

Midwestern states and BIA schools within that region, RTA worked primarily in areas of testing 

and evaluation with Bureau-funded schools.  In 1986, RTA was selected by the BIA/OIEP and 

the U.S. Department of Education to provide services to all Bureau-funded schools nationwide 

for purposes of improving Title I programs.  From 1989-1995, RTA staff provided assistance in 

areas of early childhood education, teaching and learning strategies, literacy and mathematics 

instruction, parental involvement, testing and assessment, and implementing school-wide 

programs to BIA schools nationwide.  From 1995–2001, RTA conducted the evaluation of a U.S. 

Department of Education funded Technology Innovation Challenge Grant—Four Directions: An 

Indigenous Model.  The Four Directions Technology Challenge Grant was part of the national 



 34 

effort to bring the information superhighway to every classroom nationwide and to offer creative 

visions for using technology to help all students learn to challenging standards.   

Personnel: 

Judy Pfannenstiel, President and Senior Research Associate for RTA, will serve as the 

principal investigator for the proposed BabyFACE evaluation.  Ms. Pfannenstiel brings more 

than 30 years of research and evaluation experience to this study.  Areas of expertise for her 

doctoral work were educational research and multivariate statistics. She has been involved in the 

evaluation of the FACE program since its inception and conducted the first evaluation of the 

Parents as Teachers (PAT) program for the Ford Foundation.  She has conducted numerous 

subsequent evaluations of PAT over the past 20 years. Research and evaluation design, 

multivariate statistical analysis and causal modeling, and report writing are her major 

responsibilities. 

Vicki Yarnell, Senior Research Associate for RTA, will serve as the data manager.  Ms. 

Yarnell has more than 30 years of experience in developing instruments, managing data, and 

writing reports for various research projects.  She has been involved in the FACE program since 

its inception and manages the numerous longitudinal databases that have been developed over 

the 20 years of FACE implementation.  She supervises staff who enter the data and insures that 

data integrity is maintained. 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

OPTIONAL 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant demonstrates a targeted need for early childhood intervention 
(prenatal to 5 years old) in the 24 designated BIE schools.  The evidence of 
subpar academic performance, low levels of pre-school service, and poverty 
attest to the grave educational and social conditions plaguing the BIE schools 
(p. 2). The project design is based on early childhood interventions and 
social supports (e.g., support services) and provides a unique and novel 
approach to address the holistic needs of the youngsters in a culturally-
sensitive and comprehensive manner. The beauty of the design is the focus 
on the home-based childhood education programming in the early years (e.g. 
prenatal to 5 years of age) as well as the social factors (e.g. 
health/developmental screening, resource referrals) that impede achievement 
of the youngsters upon entry to school. The home-based program targets 
high quality early childhood education (e.g. literacy skills) while the social 
supports (e.g. parent and student support services) aim to help the early 
youngsters and parents with impeding social issues outside of the 
classroom.  To this end, the design provides an explicit strategy to address 
early academic underperformance and social impediments to learning to 
ensure school readiness.   The parent training program is a key means of 
building capacity through parent education. To the degree that the design 
incorporates parent-trainers in the educational programming, the level of 
capacity is increased among parents in the homes and the potential of the 
program's success in meeting the holistic needs of the youngsters is 
furthered. The design is build upon the framework of the FACE and PAT 
models and solid research (pp. 10-15) supports the PAT program. The goals 
and objectives are aligned in the design (p. 5).  
   

 
Weaknesses 

It would prove helpful for the applicant to provide measurable outcomes 
(p.5).   

 

Reader's Score: 19 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 



internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 



(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant provides evidence of a solid track record in programming 
dating back 20 years and targeting American Indian families (p. 16).  The 
improvements in closing the achievement gap serve to support the applicant's 
ability to carry out projects to a larger scale with solid academic results (e.g. 
see Zigler et. al.  evaluation on p. 16).  Finally, the applicant demonstrates a 
commitment in working with partners in education. The partnership with the 
Bureau of Indian Education and Bureau of Indian Education's Albuquerque 
service center is critical in harnessing the vast educational and social 
expertise necessary to carry out the project's goals related to the youngsters' 
school readiness and achievement. In this vein, the applicant provides solid 
evidence of experience to harness resources in a constructive manner to 
ensure project success.   The international and military program experiences 
also lend to the creditability and credentials of the applicant.  

 
Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 



carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The comprehensive and coordinated project design integrates all of the key 
components (e.g., early childhood literacy, parent education training and 



social services) necessary to improve school readiness among the 
youngsters. To that end, it is highly likely that the project has the capacity to 
scale up and replicate to other sites.   The proposed dissemination efforts 
(e.g., workshops), onsite efforts (e.g., conferences, workshops, State satellite 
offices), and media outreach (e.g., PATNews) provide an array of 
dissemination vehicles to ensure that the program's efforts are disseminated 
throughout all stakeholder groups (pp. 28-29). Similarly, the technical 
assistance expertise of the applicant will greatly enhance replication efforts 
of other sites. In this regard, the capacity to scale up reaches regional and 
state levels.   In light of prior experiences, the applicant demonstrates the 
capacity to reach the targeted population of 864 to 1,152 children in year one 
in a cost-effective manner (p. 26). 

 
Weaknesses 

A detailed overview of resources sought for to sustain the project after 
funding would prove helpful. For example, what additional revenue streams 
will the applicant seek in addition to foundationregistryi3 website? 

 

Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant's existing infrastructure and partner resources provide key 
sources of sustainability for the proposed project after the course of the grant 
period.  A detailed overview of 'how' the program will integrate into existing 
structures after project funding is provided in terms of 'how' the program is 
seamlessly woven from the PAT and FACE models. In this vein, it is clear 
'how' the project will continue to exist structurally in the ongoing work 
efforts beyond funding. The commitment of the partners in terms of long-
term sustainability is evidence in the letters of commitment and assurances. 
The development of individual sustainability plans on the part of the schools 



is proactive commitments by the applicant to ensure that the sustainability is 
build in the project from the onset rather than an afterthought upon the end 
of the grant. 
 
   
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

A detailed overview of 'how' the program will ensure the financial resources 
needed for sustainability is needed  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The applicant outlines the professional experiences of the project's 
management team (pp. 32-33).  The team is well trained, seasoned, and 
credentialed in the educational field especially in managing the FACE 
programs. Similarly the applicant notes a description of the external 
evaluator's work in quasi-experimental design in FACE and PAT. In this 
vein, the evaluators (RAT) demonstrate the prior expertise and management 
skills needed to carry out the proposed evaluation plan (p. 33).  A timeline 
for the management of the project along with targeted benchmarks are 
provided (p. 28, Appendix H).   

 



Weaknesses 

None  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The applicant demonstrates clear evidence of an innovative program design 
targeting early childhood education and school readiness for at-risk BIA 
schools.  

 
Weaknesses 

none noted  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 



K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Not Addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

Not Addressed  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The applicant captures the targeted populations through FACE program.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 



this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The schools meet some of the SRSA and RLIS guidelines (p. 2).  

 
Weaknesses 

The schools are not eligible for SRSA or RLIS funds according to the 
applicant (p. 2).  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

Only six of the additional 24 schools currently have early identification and 
intervention services. Therefore, expansion of the FACE program to more 
schools and families increases the number of students needing early 
intervention services.  
 
Schools and families located in rural communities will benefit from the 
home-based services. This will likely result in an efficient approach of 
implementing identification and intervention activities, based on the 
population and socioeconomic profile of the constituents. 

 
Weaknesses 

There is minimal research comparing American Indians to other races. 
 
Research does not address indicators in the objectives (page e4 of Project 
Narrative). Indicators not addressed include early identification of health and 
developmental issues, increased parental knowledge of child development, 
increased parental involvement in education and increased school readiness.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 



effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The proposed intervention program has been implemented for over 20 years. 
 
The FACE program serves 45 schools in 11 states. 
 
Evaluation results clearly states positive impact in school readiness and 
achievement and narrowing the achievement gap between children in 
poverty and those from non-poverty homes.  



 
Weaknesses 

There is a lack of substantial quantitative data to support evaluation results 
regarding student achievement and narrowing of achievement gap.  

 

Reader's Score: 19 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 



the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

There is proven sustainability of the FACE program. A significant number of 
families (960) will benefit from the program.  
 
Human resources possess credentials. 
 
Quality Assurance Guidelines are developed by the national center to ensure 
fidelity.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant.



Strengths 

Letters of intent and sustainability plan from each school ensures viability of 
the program. Also, coordination of financial resources between the school 
(Title 1) and the FACE program ensures high/long-term commitment.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Clearly identified timeline of activities and personnel responsible. 
 
Initial and on-going training embedded in the proposal. 
 
Experienced personnel, to implement the proposed program and evaluate its 
outcomes, are identified.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  



1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The FACE program addresses school readiness of children ages birth 
through 3rd grades. The program consistently addresses narrowing the 
achievement gap through early identification and intervention.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



There is minimal evidence (narrative, goals and criteria responses) that the 
FACE program supports the preparation of students for college.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Early identification of students with special needs is a huge component of 
the FACE program. FACE will provide interventions and resources to close 
the achievement gap and increase student achievement for high needs 
students. English speaking and Non-English Speaking families and children 
are equally supported.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 



A home-based program for families and students in communities who would 
less likely have afforded transportation or minimal education or literacy 
skills to fully participate in the program at a school site.  
 
In addition to closing the achievement gap and improving student 
achievement, the proposal implies that early identification and intervention 
also has an impact on graduation rate.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 
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Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: Parents as Teachers National Center -- N/A,N/A - N/A,N/A (U396B100189)  

Reader #3:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  18  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  2  

TOTAL   105 71 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 17: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: Parents as Teachers National Center -- N/A,N/A - N/A,N/A (U396B100189)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

(1) 
Proposed project will address a high area of need for early education and 
child development services among American Indian communities. (pp. 3, 4) 
 
(2) 
Clear set of goals, strategies, and actions are aligned with the priorities and 
outcomes the applicant is seeking. (pp. 5, 6) 
 
(3) 
Intervention strategy follows the theories of Dr. James Heckman, Nobel 
Laureate in Economics, University of Chicago. (p. 7) 
The project is an adaptation of an intervention proven successful with 
American Indian families implemented over 20 years, Family and Child 
Education (FACE). (pp. 7-9) 

 
Weaknesses 

Needed to have specified objectives in the Program Design in measurable 
terms. (pp. 6, 7)  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 



gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

(1) 
The past performance of the non-profit National Center in implementing 
complex projects is evidenced by the fact that the Center has directed the 
replication of the Parents as Teachers service model in all 50 states and 7 
other countries. Today there are 3,200 PAT programs serving more than 
250,000 families representing more than 335,000 children. (p. 16)  
(2) 
Evaluations of the PAT program and the home-based FACE model 



demonstrate closing the achievement gap for children who participate in the 
program with their families. (p. 17) 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 



resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

(1)  
The number of children to be served annually by the proposed project is 
between 864 and 1,152. Over the course of the project, children served will 
be no fewer than 2,500. (p. 23) 
 
The fact that last year the 45 FACE programs served 3,190 children and 
parents is evidence of the applicant's capacity to reach the proposed number 
of students during the course of the grant period. (p. 23) 
 
(2)  
The number of existing operating sites cited, and the number of FTE's 
employed together with the qualifications of the key personnel demonstrate 
the applicant's ability to scale up and replicate the project. (p. 24) 
(3)  
The National Center has developed "Quality Assurance Guidelines" for 
ensuring model fidelity and program outcomes. (p. 25) 
 
The fact that FACE has been successfully replicated with 21 different tribes 
speaks to the ability to successfully replicate with different cultures. (p. 25) 
 
(4) 
Since the estimated number of students to be served ranges from 864 to 
1,152, the estimated cost per student ranges from $3,076. to $4,101. per year. 



(p. 26) 
 
Estimated cost, although high, appears adequate in view of the personnel 
needed for outreach to families in their homes in rural areas in 24 sites. 
 
The applicant included projected costs for serving larger numbers of students 
as requested in the application. (p. 26) 
 
(5)    
The applicant cites a variety of mechanisms that will be used for broad 
dissemination of information on the project to include publications, 
newsletters, different organization conferences, and workshops. (pp. 27, 28) 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

(1)(2) 
The project has the support and letters of intent from BIE, school leaders, 
and the BIE Line Office indicating intent to participate. (p. 27) 
 
Enthusiastic role and involvement of the BIE in developing the application 
points to their future involvement in continuing funding, either through the 
Bureau or other federal funding. (p. 28) 
 
As part of the project, each school is asked to develop a sustainability plan 
that is submitted to the Education Line Office (ELO) and the Bureau. (p. 28)  

 



Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

(1) 
Thorough, well-organized management plan includes activities, benchmarks 
(milestones), responsible parties, and projected timelines. (Appendix H) 
 
(2)  
Qualifications of Project Director and key personnel are appropriate. (p. 32) 
 
(3) 
Qualifications of project director and key personnel of the independent 
evaluator are appropriate. (p. 33) 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

Major focus of the project is on increasing young children's school readiness 
by increasing literacy resources and literacy activities in the home, assessing 
young children's developmental milestones, and conducting meeting with 
parents to facilitate transition to pre-school and kindergarten. (p. 1)  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Competitive Preference #6 not addressed.  



 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Competitive Preference #7 not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

American Indian families on tribal lands are often geographically isolated. 



The project, therefore, sends the parent educators into the homes of the 
families. (p. 2)  
 
A high percentage of the American Indian families speak the Native 
language at home as the primary language. Parent educators who speak the 
Native language are hired from within the community to address this issue. 
(p. 2) 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   
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Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: Parents as Teachers National Center -- N/A,N/A - N/A,N/A (U396B100189)  

Reader #4:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  15  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  13  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 28 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 17: 84.396B  
Reader #4:  
Applicant: Parents as Teachers National Center -- N/A,N/A - N/A,N/A (U396B100189)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

"Four independently conducted randomized controlled trials of the program 
and seven peer reviewed published outcome studies" (e8) constitute 
considerable evidence for the internal and external validity of the effects of 
the program.  You further note that the evidence draws from the model 
implanted in a wide variety of educational community settings, some of the 
research was longitudinal, and some of it was conducted by SRI, a nationally 
renown research institute.   With this much research showing positive 
outcomes, the program has certainly been validated and can be considered 



scalable.(e24)  The program has been replicated with 21 different tribes and 
is currently being used by a wide variety of populations internationally (e24), 
further evidence of wide scale use.  
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 



 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

PATNC will contract with Research and Training Associates (RTA) The 
cost of evaluation is $1,940,660 over 5 years.  - 11% of total cost, with 
considerably more allocated to year 5  (e23). This appears reasonable. 
 
RTA has already done several evaluations of this program and another quasi-
experimental study including a randomly selected comparison group is 
proposed.  
r 
The proposal notes that after twenty yeas of working with FACE 
implementation at BIE schools, RTA and the National Center have 
developed quality indicators of program implementation. "  (e21) The 
proposal includes many good research questions. 
 
RTA has a 30-year history of providing technical assistance and evaluation 
services to BIE schools enabling them to understand the context in which 
they are working very well.  They use a statistician to analyze the data.    

 
Weaknesses 

Procedures are established to obtain data on an annual basis. (e21)  which is 
not very frequent.   The reader could find no mention of site visits by the 
evaluator. 
 
"RTA has conducted independent out side evaluations of the BIE's FACE 
program since it's beginnings in 1990s." (e21)  One might ask whether they 
can still be objective after all these year of involvement.  

 



Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 



(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 



improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The cited research demonstrates the ability to claim causal conclusions with 
high internal validity and moderate external validity.  
Proposal provided four RCTs and seven peer-reviewed published studies 
with at least moderate internal and external validity. Sample sizes were not 
always provided, but the proposal appeared to indicate most had small 
sample sizes and not all were from American Native Indian populations that 
may not limit generalizability. Equivalence between the intervention and 
comparison groups at program entry were assumed, but that no other major 



flaws related to internal validity were mentioned. Several SEM research 
studies were discussed with strong statistical controls for selection bias and 
for discerning the influence of internal factors  One large sample of 7,700 
public schools was cited using a SEM design. Most studies indicated 
significant differences in student achievement of standardized tests. 
 
The project described in the prior research is the same as, or very similar to, 
that proposed for support under the proposed project.   
Participants or settings in prior research were not more limited than those 
proposed to receive the treatment under the proposed project.  
Significance of effect in prior research would be likely to be statistically 
significant in a sample of the size proposed for the proposed project.  
Proposal supported that parent literacy activities at home were a strong 
predictor of student readiness and achievement. Noted that the proposed 
method works well with low SES student populations. Project demonstrates 
strong potential to close achievement gap with Native American population. 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Magnitude of effect could not be accurately determined based on the 
description of the prior research although it appears both substantial and 
important, and possessing the same potential for the target population being 
proposed. 

 

Reader's Score: 14 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 



increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

Evaluation design- The evaluation will be using a QED with a equivalent 
control group (1,000 children in intervention sample) which will help 
support data for causal evidence. Control or comparison group will be 
randomly selected from a stratified sampling (1,000 in comparison group).  
Evaluation methods include: quality of implementation data, performance 
feedback, periodic assessment of intended outcomes that are depicted in the 
project's logic model. Annual data and reviews will be conducted. 
The evaluation will provide data on the key variables or elements of the 
approach. 
Results and data from the reports will help facilitate replication in other 
settings. 
Evaluation has sufficient resources to carry out effectively. 



Assessment instruments are established. The Ages and Stages Questionnaire 
(ASQ) and Protective Factors Survey 
Evaluation has sufficient rigor and is being conducted by an experienced (30 
yrs), independent evaluator-RTA. 
Evaluation takes into consideration strategies for establishing evidence of 
causality on the efficacy of the BabyFACE model.  
Adequate resources are being provided for the evaluation (11% of total 
budget) to make it feasible to conduct a rigorous evaluation.  

 
Weaknesses 

Evaluation has at least 8 research questions which may be a little ambitious 
for this one project.  
No mention of how results and model will be disseminated for replication. 

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 



(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 



college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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PROJECT NARRATIVE (Final) 

Project READS: 

 Using Data to Promote Summer Reading and Close the Achievement Gap 

 for Low-SES Students in North Carolina 

The Durham (NC) Public Schools have made significant progress during the past decade in 

attempting to reduce the large reading achievement gap that exists between children of high 

versus low socioeconomic status (SES). Despite the advances made to date, district 

administrators are eager to expand implementation of, and investment in, innovative practices 

aimed at closing the reading achievement gap so they can stimulate further progress within the 

district and provide a model for other school districts in North Carolina and the U.S. One 

promising approach has already been adopted in several of the district's schools: Implementing a 

program that provides children with books during the summer and promotes summer reading in 

particular ways (e.g., teacher and parent ―scaffolding‖) that have been shown to be effective in 

reducing ―summer loss.‖ The program is called Reading Enhances Achievement During the 

Summer (READS). It was developed by James S. Kim, a researcher at Harvard University who 

has conducted experimental studies in another district that provided moderate evidence of 

effectiveness. Dr. Kim has already established strong collaborative relationships with key 

administrators in both the Durham school district and Communities in Schools of North 

Carolina, a nonprofit organization that partners with schools to improve student achievement. 

Harvard University, the Durham Public Schools (DPS), Communities in Schools (CIS) of 

North Carolina, and other partners are proposing a five-year validation grant addressing 

Absolute Priority 2, Innovations that Improve the Use of Data. By the end of the grant 

period, we expect to have provided the READS program to 10,000 elementary students in as 
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many as 10 school districts, and we expect CIS to be scaling up a well-validated and maximally 

cost-effective version of READS in 20 additional North Carolina school districts. In addition to 

implementing READS, school staff and district administrators in all participating LEAs will 

have adopted (or begun to adopt) a set of Data Use Strategies to inform their decision-making 

and improve student achievement growth. One of the key strategies is fall testing so students’ 

achievement growth can be tracked across the summer months and administrators can determine 

whether they need a targeted summer intervention to prevent summer loss from wiping out gains 

made during the school year.  

The proposed project has three phases: Phase 1 Validation, Phase 2 Validation, and Phase 3 

Scale-Up. In Phase 1 Validation, an independent evaluator will conduct an experiment in DPS 

to test the effects of the READS program that was implemented previously in another state, test 

the effects of an enhanced version of READS to determine whether it can be made more 

effective, analyze the cost-effectiveness of the basic and enhanced versions of READS to 

identify the most cost-effective version, and conduct an experiment to test the most cost-effective 

version in a consortium of three school districts including a rural district. In Phase 2 Validation, 

the evaluator will conduct an experimental test of the cumulative effect (across 2 summers) of 

the most cost-effective version of READS (CE READS), and compare achievement growth in 

the summer and school year for students who received CE READS and students who did not 

receive READS. In Phase 3 Scale-Up, CIS will scale up CE READS in 20 NC districts. 

Comprehensive, high-quality implementation data will be collected in each phase. These data  

will be used to ensure fidelity of implementation, build support for the program, understand how 

key stakeholders use data in making decisions about expansion, and understand how a non-profit 

organization like CIS can successfully facilitate scale-up of READS across districts. 
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We believe the proposed project presents an extraordinary opportunity. 1) SES-based (and 

associated ethnic- and language-based) achievement gaps represent one of the most important 

problems that American educators face today. 2) Few if any programs have demonstrated 

success at reducing summer loss and achievement gaps with evidence from an experimental 

study. 3) The prospect of reducing the SES achievement gap by implementing a simple and 

relatively cost-effective summer reading program is extremely attractive.  

SELECTION CRITERION A: 

NEED FOR THE PROJECT AND QUALITY OF THE PROJECT DESIGN 

1. The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach that seeks to 

meet a largely unmet need and is a practice that has not been widely adopted. 

In the years following school entry, children of low socioeconomic status (SES) lose ground 

in reading relative to their high-SES counterparts. This increasing gap in reading achievement 

may be largely the result of different rates of learning during the summer months (e.g., 

Alexander, Entwisle, & Olson, 2001; Burkam, Lee, & LoGerfo, 2004; Cooper, Nye, Charlton, 

Lindsay, & Greathouse, 1996; Heyns, 1978; Kim, 2004; Phillips & Chin, 2004). Even small 

differences in summer learning can accumulate across years resulting in a substantially greater 

achievement gap at the end of elementary school than was present at the beginning (Alexander, 

Entwisle, & Olson, 2004). Figure 1 in Appendix H illustrates the cumulative impact of summer 

loss in Alexander et al. (2004). The different trajectories for SES groups during the summer and 

the widening gap between groups are plainly apparent. (We use the term summer loss to mean 

low-SES students' loss relative to high-SES students, i.e., SES differentiation. In this usage, 

"summer loss" may or may not involve loss in relation to state or national norms.) 
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High-SES children learn more than low-SES children during the school year as well as the 

summer; however, socioeconomic differences in reading growth rates are larger in the summer 

months (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008; Benson & Borman, 2007; Cheadle, 2008; Downey, von 

Hippel, & Broh, 2004; McCoach, O’Connell, Reis, & Levitt, 2006). For this reason, summer 

reading interventions for poor children make a great deal of sense. 

Although the phenomenon of summer reading loss is well-known to educators and 

researchers, it remains deeply problematic. There are few available solutions to combat it and no 

solutions that are simultaneously (a) evidence-based and data-driven, (b) replicable and scalable, 

and (c) cost-effective. Thus, there is a great unmet need for the proposed project. 

In the past, school districts have sought to prevent summer reading loss with summer school 

programs. A practical difficulty with this approach is that, in an era of shrinking tax bases and 

budget cuts, many districts have been forced to eliminate summer school programs to fund their 

core instructional program. Even when summer school programs are not in jeopardy, they are 

expensive because they involve both facilities costs and substantial personnel costs. Moreover, 

research indicates that summer school programs are not effective in closing the SES achievement 

gap. Cooper, Charlton, Valentine, and Muhlenbruck (2000) identified 93 studies of summer 

school for their quantitative synthesis (meta-analysis). They found an average effect size of .19 

standard deviation (SD) units—an overall effect that is not particularly large in light of the costs. 

More importantly, middle-class children benefited more than lower-class children. 

Some urban school districts have implemented targeted summer programs that are aimed 

directly at reducing summer loss. Teach Baltimore and the Chicago Summer School Program are 

two well-known programs that have been rigorously evaluated. Teach Baltimore is a multi-year 

intervention that recruits and trains college students to provide a full day of instruction for seven 
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weeks each summer. Borman and Dowling (2006) randomly assigned students from 

high-poverty elementary schools to either Teach Baltimore or a control condition. They found no 

overall effects for the program. However, when the analysis was restricted to a subset of 46% of 

the students with above average attendance rates across two or three summers, there were 

statistically significant positive effects of about .30 SD. Cost data were not provided, so the 

cost-effectiveness of this program cannot be determined. The Chicago Summer School Program 

identified eligible low-performing children based on a cutoff score from a standardized test. This 

program feature allowed Jacob and Lefgren (2004) to employ a regression discontinuity design 

to estimate the effects, a design that closely approximates an experimental study. They found a 

substantial increase in reading achievement among third grade students but not sixth grade 

students. Cost-effectiveness was not studied. Neither of these programs relied on data to match 

intervention strategies to children's reading skills or interests. 

In the next section, we describe in greater detail a plan for validating and scaling up an 

exceptional program: Project READS. READS has the potential to be not only effective but also 

a highly cost-effective way to tackle the problem of summer reading loss among low-SES 

children. It is motivating for children and intuitively appealing, and it encourages educators to 

use data in innovative ways. Although READS has been tested experimentally in an ethnically 

and socioeconomically diverse school district and implemented in a few schools in DPS without 

formal study, it is not widely implemented and needs to be validated, in both the tested version 

and an enhanced version, then re-validated and expanded in a systematic way across several 

districts prior to statewide scale up.   

2. The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit strategy for 

using data to achieve project goals.  
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The proposed project has three phases, each with a clear set of goals: Phase 1 Validation, 

which includes testing READS in three new districts beginning with DPS and an effort to 

increase the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the program; Phase 2 Validation, which 

involves expansion into more districts and many more schools and testing the cumulative impact 

of READS across summers; and Phase 3 Scale-Up, which involves expansion into 20 more 

districts. Table 1 in Appendix H lists project goals by phase. In each of the phases we employ 

one or more of a set of explicit data use strategies that could be replicated elsewhere; these 

"READS Data Use Strategies" are listed in Table 2 of Appendix H along with the intended data 

users. 

Phase 1 Validation (Years 1 and 2, 2010-11 and 2011-2012) 

During Year 1 of the study, the independent evaluator will conduct a validation study of the 

READS intervention in DPS that experimentally tests "Basic READS" as implemented 

previously in another state (Goal 1.1) while we deliberately vary certain features to determine 

whether it can be made more effective (Goal 1.2). As shown in Table 3 in Appendix H, the 

project will begin in fall 2010 when we administer a Readiness Survey in 12-18 Durham 

elementary schools. DPS will identify these schools initially as high-need schools considering 

school demographics and test scores, and we will select 10 of the schools based on results from 

the Readiness Survey (Data Use Strategy A).   

In spring 2011, approximately 1000 grade 3 students in the selected schools will be invited to 

participate in the project. Recruited students will be randomly assigned to one of three conditions 

and administered pretests. The experiment will conclude in fall 2011 after posttests are 

administered (see Table 3 and evaluation plan in Section D for details). The three conditions will 

include: 
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 Basic READS  

 READS + teacher phone calls (READS + TC) 

 Control condition not receiving books until the fall 

The Basic READS intervention is intended to replicate the experimental studies described in 

Section B. The enhanced version, READS + TC, will involve weekly teacher phone calls to 

children. The proposed enhancement is a logical next step from previously collected focus group 

data indicating that teacher calls may enhance the impact of READS (see Section C). 

An important Phase 1 goal (Goal 1.3) is to analyze the cost-effectiveness of the two versions 

of READS. To do this, the evaluator will create cost-effectiveness ratios based on the relative per 

pupil cost of Basic READS and READS + TC and their observed effects. Section D provides 

additional details.   

In the initial experiment and all subsequent ones, several kinds of implementation data will 

be collected: student surveys and interviews, student postcards returned, and teacher logs. Focus 

groups will also be conducted at each school to elicit information that may be useful in making 

additional changes or refinements to the program (Data Use Strategy B). And we will discuss 

the results of the experimental study and descriptive and correlational implementation data with 

teachers, school leaders, and DPS administrators to increase understanding of the project, 

support, and buy-in at all levels (Data Use Strategy C). Importantly, the Phase 1 experiment 

(and later ones) requires a pretest administered in the spring and a posttest administered in the 

fall. By examining spring-to-fall achievement growth for the control group, school and district 

staff will be able to see, perhaps for the first time, the extent to which their students exhibit 

summer loss. Summer loss is ordinarily hidden by the practice of annual spring testing that 

confounds achievement growth occurring in the school year with growth (or decline) occurring 
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during the summer. Strategy C also includes data collection and data use procedures used to 

select matched books for children. This use of data is unique to our program.  

In Year 2 (2011-2012) we address the most important Phase 1 goal (Goal 1.4): Implementing 

and experimentally testing the most cost-effective version of READS (CE READS) in a 

consortium of three school districts including DPS, Montgomery County, and Guilford County. 

For this validation study, we will select a total of 10 schools from the three districts, including at 

least two schools that did not implement READS in Year 1. Within each school, about 1000 

grade 3 students will be randomly assigned to CE READS or a Control condition receiving 

books in the fall.  

To select schools for the multi-district validation study for CE READS, each district in the 

consortium will be asked to use results (Data Use Strategy D) from the North Carolina End-of-

Grade (EOG) tests to identify high-need candidate schools for the expansion of READS that 

meet at least one of following criteria: 1) In relation to the state average, the school average score 

decreases across grades 3 to 6; or 2) growth trajectories for low- and high-SES children show a 

widening SES gap for students followed longitudinally from grade 3 to grade 6. Next, the 

Readiness Assessment developed in Phase 1 will be used to select the final group of 10 schools 

from the several districts (Strategy A). 

Phase 2 Validation (Years 3 and 4, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014) 

The centerpiece of Phase 2 of our validation project will be a 2-year longitudinal and 

experimental test of the most cost-effective READS intervention that was identified by means of 

the experimental data collected in Phase 1 (Goal 2.1). The study will be conducted in schools 

that did not receive READS in Phase 1 and include students in grades 3 to 5. Along with the 

additional schools, the added grade levels will increase the generalizability of our findings. Most 
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importantly, the longitudinal study will allow us to assess the cumulative impact of CE READS 

across two summers and compare these effects to the amount of summer reading loss we observe 

among poor children who do not receive READS, as estimated from control group results in 

Phase 1 studies and the longitudinal study itself (Goal 2.2). It will also allow us to compare 

summer gains with gains during the school year. We will share the results each year with school 

and district staff, along with correlational data linking student growth and book reading activities 

during the two summers. This should increase school and district-level support (Strategy C). 

The longitudinal study requires a different design, random assignment of schools to 

conditions (i.e., a school-level cluster randomized trial or RCT). In the within-school designs 

above, because grade 3 control group students received books in the fall of grade 4, they could 

no longer serve as a control group. The only way to conduct a longitudinal and experimental test 

of READS is to implement the treatment and control conditions between schools, in an RCT.   

As shown in Table 4 of Appendix H, Phase 2 of the project will begin during the fall of 2012 

in the three-district consortium including Durham, Montgomery, and Guilford, and other 

districts. A total of 65 schools will be randomly assigned to Group A, CE READS 

implementation beginning in grade 3 with a student cohort to be followed to grade 5 OR 

Group B, CE READS implementation beginning in grade 4 with a student cohort to be followed 

to grade 6. Each cohort will include approximately 4000 students for a total of 8000 participants.  

To carry out the longitudinal study, children in both groups of schools will receive READS 

for two consecutive summers, the summers following grades 3 and 4 (Group A) or the summers 

following grades 4 and 5 (Group B). The lagged approach provides a control group in Group B 

for the treated cohort in Group A, and vice-versa. This design was successfully employed in the 
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national randomized experiment of Success for All (Borman et al., 2007). It provides a strong 

incentive for schools to participate because all schools receive READS for one student cohort. 

In the late fall of 2013 and 2014, we will schedule discussions and conduct interviews with 

administrators in the participating districts and our nonprofit partner. This will serve two 

purposes: 1) building understanding and support among district administrators and CIS, and 2) 

helping us understand how key stakeholders use data for budgeting and making decisions about 

READS (Strategies C and E). 

Phase 3 Scale-Up (Year 5, 2014-2015) 

During Phase 3 of the study, we will rely on our non-profit partner, Communities in Schools 

(CIS), in an effort to scale up READS in approximately one-half of the 40 North Carolina 

districts that have a CIS affiliate (Goal 3.1). Twenty districts will be selected based on the 

number or proportion of high-need schools they have, where high-need schools are defined as 

before. CIS will assist the 20 districts in implementing the most cost-effective form of READS 

that was experimentally tested in Phase 2, CE READS. The participating districts will be asked 

to take responsibility for implementing teacher lessons and/or calls, and they will be asked to 

work with CIS in an effort to obtain funding for children's books and the additional achievement 

testing by 1) identifying existing sources of funding within the district, and 2) soliciting new 

sources of funding from the business sector or charitable organizations. 

Scale-up will focus on three of the READS data use strategies discussed above: Strategy C, 

using data from spring and fall achievement testing and student surveys to select matched books; 

Strategy B, using implementation data to ensure fidelity of implementation (e.g., using a 

checklist for schools that was developed in earlier phases); and Strategy E, using data from 

interviews to understand how district administrators make decisions about READS.  
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Apart from serving more students, a major goal of the scale-up (Goal 3.2) is to understand 

how non-profit organizations like CIS can successfully facilitate district implementation as 

READS is scaled up across districts. We will address this goal by surveying the CIS affiliates,   

interviewing CIS administrators, and analyzing the survey and interview data (Strategy F).  

3. The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence. 

The research evidence presented in the next section demonstrates that it is feasible to 

implement READS in school settings. It further shows that READS is effective in schools with 

many low-SES and minority students, schools that are similar to the Durham schools where we 

propose to begin validating READS.   

SELECTION CRITERION B: 

 STRENGTH OF RESEARCH, SIGNIFICANCE AND MAGNITUDE OF EFFECT 

The extent to which there is (1) moderate evidence that the proposed practice will have a 

statistically significant and (2) important effect on improving student growth. 

 Kim (2006) and Kim and White (2008) conducted two experiments that provide moderate 

evidence (as defined in the Notice) that READS will have a statistically significant and important 

effect on improving student growth (see also White & Kim, 2008). Both studies were conducted 

in a large suburban school district in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States. The 

participating children were predominantly non-white ethnic minorities (67% or 69% Black, 

Hispanic, Asian, or other), and 38 or 39% of them were receiving free- or reduced-price meals, 

an indicator of low SES. 

Figure 2 in Appendix H displays the logic model underlying the experiments—essentially 

our "theory" of why READS should work. In essence, fall reading achievement is influenced by 

the amount of "scaffolded" summer reading that children do when reading books that are well 
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matched to their reading level and personal interests. The model is supported by research and 

theory suggesting, first, that the match between children’s skill levels and the texts they are 

reading may be a critically important ingredient in an effective summer reading program (e.g., 

Byrnes, 2000; Carver & Liebert, 1995; Stahl, 2004). Second, to strengthen the efficacy of 

summer reading programs, teachers might scaffold silent reading activities by instructing 

children how to use strategies to monitor their comprehension of text and reminding them to use 

these strategies to improve their reading comprehension in the summer (Kim, 2007). 

To provide scaffolding for children’s summer reading, we ask teachers to implement several 

lessons at the end of the school year. In these lessons the teacher models research-based 

comprehension strategies (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000) 

that students can apply at home during the summer when they are reading independently. The 

teacher also provides oral reading fluency practice, encourages students to read aloud to their 

parents over the summer, and shows them a simple procedure for doing so. In addition, we ask 

parents to listen as their sons or daughters tell them about a book they have read, listen as a short 

passage from the book is read out loud by the child, and provide feedback on the degree to which 

the child reads smoothly and with expression. 

To ensure that books are matched to the children's skills and interests, we administer a survey 

to determine students' reading preferences in the spring and use Lexile ratings generated from the 

spring pretest to determine students' reading ability and thus an appropriate level of text 

difficulty. A computer algorithm creates a list of eight books that represent the best matches for 

each child, those with high preference ratings within the child’s Lexile range. For children in the 

treatment group, one matched book is mailed each week for eight successive weeks from early 

July until the end of August. 
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In the Kim (2006) study, 552 fourth-grade children in 10 schools were pretested in the spring 

and randomly assigned to a treatment condition in which they received eight matched books over 

the summer or a control condition in which they received books in the fall following the posttest. 

At the end of the school year all of the children received the scaffolding lessons described above 

from their teacher). (We assumed these lessons would not affect the control group students 

because they would have little opportunity to practice them over the summer, and this 

assumption was borne out by the results.) The Iowa Tests of Basic Reading Skills (ITBS) was 

administered as the spring pretest and fall posttest.  

Kim (2006) found that reading achievement  was higher for children in the treatment group 

than children in the control group (see Table 5 in Appendix H, which displays the posttest mean 

Total Reading scores on the ITBS adjusted for pretest scores by means of an ANCOVA). The 

difference of 2.0 points was just 0.01 short of the conventional 0.05 level of statistical 

significance at p < 0.06, but it represented 1.3 additional months of school learning, so it was 

significant in practical terms. Additional months of school learning was calculated by dividing 

the difference between the treatment and control group means by 1.56, because children gain 14 

points from the spring of grade 4 to the spring of grade 5 according to the test publisher’s norm 

sample, or 1.56 points per month during a 9-month school year.  

Kim (2006) also found that Black and Hispanic children derived the greatest benefit from the 

summer reading program, showing treatment effects that were about twice as large as the overall 

effect. For Black students, the difference between treatment and control conditions (5.2 points) 

represented 3.3 additional months of learning. For Hispanic students, the treatment-control 

difference is the equivalent of 2.1 additional months of learning (see Table 5, Appendix H).  



Project READS         

14 

 
 

In the Kim and White (2008) study, 514 children in grades 3 to 5 in two schools were 

randomly assigned to one of four conditions: 1) matched books only (Books Only); 2) matched 

books and oral reading (Books With Oral Reading Scaffolding); 3) matched books, oral reading, 

and comprehension strategies instruction (Books With Oral Reading and Comprehension 

Scaffolding); and 4) control group receiving books in the fall after posttesting and no teacher or 

parent scaffolding (Control). In addition teachers were randomly assigned to one of these 

conditions. All other study procedures (book matching, lessons, pre- and post-testing) were 

identical with Kim (2006).  

White and Kim (2008) found that children in the full treatment group, Books With Oral 

Reading and Comprehension Scaffolding, significantly outperformed students in the Control 

group on the ITBS ( p < 0.03). The difference in posttest scores of 3.9 points represented a 

learning advantage of 2.5 months (see Table 6 in Appendix H). Consistent with our theory, 

matched books alone with no form of scaffolding did not have positive effects. Examining 

subgroup results for this condition (see Table 5), the largest positive effects, ranging from 1.7 to 

5.1 additional months of learning, were observed for Black, Hispanic, and low-income children. 

Low-income children gained an average of 4.0 months. Notably, this is enough to offset 100% of 

the summer loss shown by low-income students in Cooper et al.’s (1996) meta-analysis of studies 

of the effect of summer vacation on achievement, 0.34 grade-level equivalents or about 3 months. 

These data indicate that teacher and parent scaffolding that includes oral reading and 

comprehension strategies instruction, coupled with a careful book matching procedure, has 

statistically significant effects that are large enough to be practically important in an effort to 

reduce summer loss among low-SES and minority children. This is what we propose to validate 

as "Basic READS." 
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These studies clearly meet the definition of moderate evidence: at least one well-designed 

and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study. Both studies are fully 

randomized experiments that eliminate or greatly reduce the possibility of selection bias. In both 

studies, an important potentially confounding factor, teacher skill, can also be ruled out. Kim and 

White (2008) randomly assigned teachers as well as students to conditions; and in the Kim 

(2006) study, teacher effects were controlled by randomly assigning half of the students in each 

class to the treatment and half to the control condition. Our evidence is not "strong" because the 

experiments were relatively small and conducted in a single district, and the program developer 

(Kim) was involved with implementation. 

"Well-designed and well-implemented" means that a study meets the What Works 

Clearinghouse (WWC) standards, with or without reservations. According to the WWC, overall 

attrition (from both groups in an experimental design) must be less than 13% for a study to be 

accepted without reservation. In the Kim (2006) study, the final sample was 486 students, so 

attrition was 12%. Kim (2006) also showed that the treatment and control groups were 

equivalent (i.e., no significant difference) on the ITBS pretest, and that there was no systematic 

relationship between missing ITBS scores and experimental condition. In the Kim and White 

(2008) study, there were 400 children in the final sample, so attrition was higher, 22%. However, 

because initial equivalence of the treatment groups was established analytically, this study meets 

WWC standards "with reservations."  

SELECTION CRITERION C:  

EXPERIENCE OF THE ELIGIBLE APPLICANT 

1. The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex projects. 
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Harvard University's Graduate School of Education currently houses several research centers 

whose mission is to generate knowledge to improve student achievement and help close the 

achievement gap, including the Center for Education Policy Research, the Achievement Gap 

Initiative, and the National Center for Teacher Effectiveness. Each center is implementing 

complex projects and producing cutting edge research. The research of Dr. Kim described in 

Section B is an example. 

Because effective collaboration is such a critical ingredient in implementing a project like the 

one we are proposing, it is important to recognize that cooperative work with Durham Public 

Schools (DPS) and Communities in Schools (CIS) has already begun. In consultation with Dr. 

Kim in summer 2008, CIS and DPS implemented READS in two elementary schools and 

collected data on children's summer reading. They found that children who read 0 to 4 books 

showed more summer loss (-50 Lexiles) than children who read 5 to 8 books (+25 Lexiles). 

Again in consultation with Dr. Kim, in summer 2009, DPS and CIS conducted a pilot test of 

READS + TC. Teachers called 55 grade 3 students and talked to them about their reading 

activities. In focus groups the teachers reported that children who were called by them were more 

likely to engage with their books and use comprehension strategies learned during the school 

year, and that the children enjoyed talking about their READS books. In short, the applicant is 

well-qualified and perfectly positioned to enable DPS and CIS to participate in a large, 

methodologically rigorous validation study that builds on this initial work and research 

conducted in other districts.  

2(a). The extent to which the LEA has significantly closed achievement gaps or significantly 

increased student achievement for all groups of students. 
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In the Durham Public Schools, the overall achievement gap has decreased by approximately 

one-third in the past decade (Durham Public Schools, 2009). The district is deeply committed to 

closing the achievement gap. In 2010, DPS won a $1.25 million grant from the National 

Education Association Foundation (NEAF) to support a union-district partnership to develop 

sustainable practices to close the achievement gap. DPS and two other districts were selected 

from more than 14,000 school districts nationwide. As part of this grant, DPS administrators will 

examine the magnitude of existing achievement gaps, teacher capacity, and family, community, 

and school partnerships. The goals of the proposed project and the NEAF grant are in nearly 

perfect alignment. 

2(b). The extent to which the nonprofit organization has significantly improved student 

achievement, attainment, or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.   

Like its parent organization, Communities in Schools of North Carolina is a nonprofit that 

connects community resources with the needs of at-risk students. CIS of North Carolina 

currently operates in 469 schools in 40 school districts (34% of the state's districts) where it 

seeks to forge relationships with stakeholders to implement evidence-based policies to improve 

student achievement. In each school where CIS operates, there is a site coordinator who is 

responsible for providing community services to students (e.g., helping with homework). 

Recently, CIS was part of a national evaluation conducted by an independent research firm, 

ICF International (2008). The evaluation included a quasi-experimental study comparing 602 

CIS schools with 602 matched comparison schools. The results revealed that CIS schools 

outperformed the comparison schools in reducing dropout rates and improving proficiency rates 

on state reading and math tests. This study was sufficiently rigorous to meet the WWC standards. 

The evaluation is continuing and it will include a study that involves random assignment of 
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students to CIS programs to assess the causal impact of CIS services on short- and long-term 

outcomes. CIS is one of the few non-profit organizations whose efforts have been subjected to a 

rigorous evaluation.  

SELECTION CRITERION D: 

QUALITY OF THE PROJECT EVALUATION 

1. The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed experimental 

study or well-designed quasi-experimental study. 

Phase 1 Experimental Studies with Student-Level Random Assignment 

Initial validation with enhanced version of READS. Approximately 1000 grade 3 students 

and approximately 45 classroom teachers in 10 Durham Public Schools will be invited to 

participate. The Basic READS condition will be an exact replication of the two experimental 

studies described in Section B. Students in the READS + TC condition will be called by their 

teachers each week during the summer. Students will be randomly assigned to one of these 

conditions or the control condition, books in the fall. Teachers will be trained to implement the 

READS lessons on fluency and comprehension strategies. Teacher training will be led by three 

Durham public school teachers who led training for a READS program pilot in 6 pilot schools in 

spring 2010. For READS + TC, teachers will make the weekly phone calls using a phone log that 

was designed by teachers in collaboration with Dr. Kim in 2010 (Table 7 in Appendix H). 

All participating students will be tested with the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test (GMRT), 

Comprehension and Vocabulary, Level 3 Form S, at pretest in June 2011, and with Level 3 

Form T at posttest in September 2011. The GMRT includes a total reading score based on a 

48-item comprehension subtest and a 45-item vocabulary subtest. The Kuder–Richardson 

Formula 20 reliability coefficient for the GMRT Level 4 is .96, and test–retest reliability is .92. 
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At pretest, the GMRT comprehension scores also yield a Lexile score which provides the data 

needed to match children to appropriately leveled books (Maria, Hughes, MacGinitie, 

MacGinitie, & Dreyer, 2007). The North Carolina End-of-Grade (EOG) Test in Reading will 

yield a second Lexile score that will be used in combination with the GMRT Lexile score to 

obtain a more precise estimate of each student’s reading level at pretest. (EOG tests are 

administered in May and scores are available a week later.) 

Using estimated impacts of the effect size from our earlier experimental studies, we 

conducted a power analysis to identify the number of students needed for the initial Phase 1 

randomized experiment. We used two plausible effect sizes (.15 and .20) and a pretest-posttest 

correlation on the Gates-MacGinitie of .85 to assess power to detect effects of this size. Since we 

will have between 600 and 700 students in our first year study allowing for attrition and 

non-consents, there will be more than sufficient power to detect an effect size of .15.  

Using the pretest and posttest reading data, the evaluator will conduct an intention-to-treat 

analysis using the following ordinary least squares regression model: (1) Yics = 0 + 

1(PreGMRT)ics + 2(READS) cs +3(READS + TC)cs + αs + εics, where Yics is the posttest GMRT 

reading score for student i in class c in school s, PreGMRTics is the pretest GMRT reading score 

administered in spring 2011, READScs is a dummy variable indicating whether a student is in the 

Basic READS condition, and READS + TC is a dummy variable indicating whether a student is 

in the READS + Teacher Call condition. Because random assignment will occur within each 

school, the regression model will include a school fixed effect (αs) that captures school effects 

and an error term (εijs) that includes both a student- and classroom-specific error term. Using 

ordinary least squares, the evaluator will estimate parameters 2  and 3 to determine the effects 

of the two conditions.  In addition, the evaluator will test whether there is a statistically 
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significant difference in mean posttest scores between students in READS and students in 

READS + TC. 

To estimate the cost-effectiveness ratio for the two treatment conditions, the evaluator will 

collect and analyze data on per pupil costs. The cost per pupil will be estimated using the 

ingredients method (Levin & McEwan, 2001). Our non-profit partner, Communities in Schools, 

has maintained detailed budgets to estimate the key cost ingredients of READS and the cost per 

pupil. In summer 2010, the estimated per pupil cost for Basic READS is $312. Our estimate of 

the READS + TC per pupil cost is $450. Assuming an effect size of .15 for Basic READS, which 

is the equivalent of raising an average student's score from the 50th to the 56th percentile, and an 

effect size of .20 for READS + TC, which is the equivalent of raising an average student's score 

from the 50th to the 58th percentile, the analysis would indicate that it costs approximately $52 

per pupil to improve reading scores by one percentile point in Basic READS and $56 to improve 

scores by one percentile point in READS + TC. Thus, while the effect size would be larger for 

READS + TC than for Basic READS, the cost-effectiveness ratio would favor Basic READS 

over READS + TC.   

Experimentally testing the most cost-effective version of READS in other districts. For this 

Year 2 experiment, the final samples will again include 10 schools and about 600-700 grade 3 

students; however, some of the schools will be in two new districts. Thus, the year 2 experiment 

will include schools from the Durham Public Schools, Guilford County, and Montgomery 

County.  Table 8 in Appendix H clearly shows that there is, on average, a 30-point gap in pass 

rates between economically disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged on the North 

Carolina EOG reading and math tests in each of the three districts.  Thus, the implementation of 

the Year 2 experiment will enable us to test whether CE READS can reduce the reading gap.  In 
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Year 2, there will be only two experimental conditions: CE READS and Control. The 

implementation procedures and pretest and posttest measures will be the same as those used in 

the first Phase 1 study, and the same power analyses apply. 

Phase 2 Longitudinal Study with School-Level Random Assignment 

Sample and design. About 65 elementary schools with grades K-6 will be invited to 

participate in the longitudinal, school-level experimental study to test the efficacy of CE READS 

as identified in Phase 1. The schools will be drawn from as many as 10 districts and selected 

based on need (see criteria in Section A). Each school will receive the intervention for two 

consecutive summers. Half of the schools will be randomly assigned to Group A where a grade 

3-grade 5 cohort will be in the treatment condition and a grade 4-grade 6 cohort will be in the 

control condition. The other half of the schools will be assigned to Group B where a grade 

4-grade 6 cohort will be in the treatment condition and a grade 3-grade 5 cohort will be in the 

control condition. About 8,000 students will be invited to participate, 4,000 in each cohort. 

Reading comprehension measures. Each cohort will be administered the GMRT in the spring 

and fall of 2013 and the spring and fall of 2014. This testing cycle will allow estimation of 

growth during two summers and one school year. The evaluation will also use scores on the NC 

EOG reading test to examine whether impacts persist one year after the intervention. 

Power. We used Optimal Design software (Spybrook, Raudenbush, Congdon, & Martinez, 

2009) to estimate the number of schools needed. We used the following design parameters: 

estimated number of students per school after attrition (n = 100), an estimate of the intraclass 

correlation ( = .15), and an estimate of the proportion of variance explained by the level 2 

covariate (R
2
 = .75). We determined that, with a two-tailed test with alpha set at .05, this study 

will be sufficiently powered to detect an effect size of .15 with 65 schools. The effect size 
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estimate of .15 assumes that the effects of  CE READS will be no larger than the effects we have 

obtained in previous studies of Basic READS, or that if READS + TC is more effective it will be 

less cost-effective (and thus not implemented).     

Data analysis. The evaluator will use a multi-level model to estimate the impact of the CE 

READS intervention after two summers. The Level 1 model for student i in school j can be 

written as follows: (2) Yij = 0j + ij,  where Yij is the posttest reading score for student i in school 

j, 0j is the mean posttest score for school j, and ij  is the error term for student i in school j. The 

Level 2 model can be written as (3) 0j  = 00 + 01(PreGMRT)j + 02(CE READS) j + 0j, where 

0j is the posttest reading score for school j and predicted by a pretest covariate, the school mean 

pretest GMRT score, and the treatment dummy variable denoting whether a school was 

randomly assigned to CE READS or the control condition. Combining the Level 1 and Level 2 

equations yields a mixed-effects model, which can be written as (4) Yij = 00 + 01(PreGMRT)j + 

02(CE READS)j + (0j + ij), where the pretest GMRT score and the treatment dummy variable 

are modeled as fixed effects and the student and school residual terms are modeled as random 

effects. If the parameter estimate for CE READS is positive and statistically significant, it will 

indicate that schools implementing READS for two consecutive summers enjoyed larger gains 

than control schools. In addition, NC EOG reading scores obtained after the last fall GMRT 

administration will be examined to see if the effects persist during the course of a school year. 

2. The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality implementation 

data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of progress toward 

achievement intended outcomes. 
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In the two Phase 1 studies and Phase 2 longitudinal study, the evaluation will include the 

collection of comprehensive implementation data. These data will be used to provide 

performance feedback and annually assess progress towards achieving project goals. 

Implementation measures. Student implementation measures will include data from postcards 

returned by students in the Basic READS and READS + TC conditions, and data from posttest 

surveys and interviews. Teacher log data (see Table 7 in Appendix H) will include information 

on (a) the number of times teachers talked to students, (b) the titles of books students reported 

reading, and (c) the content of the conversations between teachers and students (or parents).  

Finally, school- and district-level implementation data will include teacher focus groups and 

administrator interviews. These data will be analyzed by both quantitative and qualitative 

methods (e.g., content analysis).   

Data sharing and data use strategies for schools. Both test score data and implementation 

data will be used to provide feedback to teachers on the fidelity of implementation in the 10 

schools participating in Year 1 and 10 schools participating in Year 2, and the 65 schools 

participating in Years 3 and 4. This will be accomplished by using the protocol for sharing 

results that was successfully deployed in the fall 2009 pilot study of READS in Durham. Several 

types of data will be shared with teachers and principals. First, we will present and discuss 

descriptive data on spring-to-fall and fall-to-spring achievement gains or losses on the GMRT for 

both the control group and the READS treatment groups, which will allow school staff to 

understand the extent to which children from families of differing socioeconomic status decline, 

maintain, or gain in reading during the summer months (all project years) and the school year (in 

Year 4 only). Second, we will present and discuss descriptive information extracted from 

postcards returned by students in the READS treatment conditions. Third, we will present and 
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discuss descriptive data from the teacher logs. Fourth, we will present and discuss correlational 

data showing whether and how spring-to-fall (summer) gains are related to postcard data (e.g., 

reading comprehension strategies students report using) and teacher log data (e.g., number of 

books read, quantified themes emerging from student comments).  

Data sharing and data use strategies for district administrators. School and district 

administrators will be most interested in the findings on effectiveness and cost-effectiveness. We 

will certainly share and discuss with them the results from the two Phase 1 experiments and the 

Phase 2 longitudinal experiment including the findings on cost-effectiveness. Following 

discussion of findings, we will conduct semi-structured individual interviews with the DPS 

leadership team, including the three veteran teachers who conduct training, the Superintendent of 

Elementary Curriculum and Instruction, the Chief Financial Officer, and the Superintendent of 

Schools. 

Performance feedback and progress toward achieving goals. We believe that by sharing the 

implementation, program effectiveness, and cost-effectiveness data, we will be providing 

powerful performance feedback for the participants. The same evaluation data will be the means 

by which the participants assess progress toward achieving the project goals, and the means by 

which we ourselves, as Co-Directors of the project, assess progress toward achieving goals.        

3. The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the key 

elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in other settings. 

To facilitate replication and testing of the READS data use strategy outside the Durham 

Public Schools, we will develop several tools that can be used in scaling up the project in 

districts throughout North Carolina and the U.S. First, we will create a Project READS database 

that provides checklists for implementing READS and for creating a READS budget (see Table 
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9a and Table 9b in Appendix H). The detailed implementation checklist will include critical 

items that superintendents, principals, and teachers must understand and implement with high 

fidelity. We have already developed drafts of checklists and will refine them in Year 1 so that 

other districts can easily implement READS. Second, we will use the CIS network in North 

Carolina to disseminate checklists thus facilitating replication in other district settings. 

4. The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to carry about 

the project evaluation effectively. 

There are sufficient resources to fund the project evaluation, as described in the Budget 

Narrative. The budget includes funds for the work of a Lead Evaluator and Evaluation Team.  

5. The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and neither the 

program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact of the project. 

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 studies described above are rigorous randomized experiments.  

These experiments and the cost-effectiveness analyses will be carried out by an evaluation team 

led by an independent evaluator, Dr. Jonathan Guryan, who is a labor economist at the 

University of Chicago’s Booth School of Business. Dr. Guryan was not involved in the 

development of READS, and he will play no role in implementing the project during any of its 

three phases.  

SELECTION CRITERION E: 

 STRATEGY AND CAPACITY TO BRING TO SCALE 

1. The number of students to be reached by the proposed project and the capacity of the 

applicant and partners to reach the proposed number of students during the grant period. 

In carrying out each of the two experiments in Phase 1 and the 2-year longitudinal 

experiment in Phase 2, we will provide the READS program to an estimated total of 10,000 
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students. Two thousand students will receive READS lessons at the end of the school year, eight 

books during the summer, and teacher calls in the first and possibly second year. Eight thousand 

students will receive READS lessons in the spring of each of two school years and books and 

possibly teacher calls in two successive summers. With the kind of strong cooperation we expect 

to get from our partners in the three-district consortium and other NC districts and CIS of 

Durham (see Letters of Support 1-5 in Appendix D), we have little doubt that we can accomplish 

the task of reaching 10,000 students as planned during the grant period. 

2.The eligible applicant’s capacity to bring the proposed project to scale on a State or regional 

level working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the grant period. 

We propose to work through our non-profit partner, Communities in Schools of North 

Carolina (CIS-NC), to begin a process of scale-up that seeks to eventually include all elementary 

schools in the state of North Carolina that have a demonstrated need for it (i.e., evidence of 

summer loss; see criteria listed previously for Data Use Strategy D). In the final year of the 

grant, CIS-NC will work with 20 districts and high-need schools in those districts; in the years 

following the grant period, CIS-NC plans to continue expanding into more districts until there 

are no more high-need schools left in the state. 

CIS has already developed and applied a replicable strategy for scaling up READS in North 

Carolina public schools. The scale-up strategy includes three components.  First, in each district 

the CIS Executive Director (ED) will write grants to for-profit donors requesting seed money to 

fund a pilot of READS in 1 or 2 elementary schools. Second, each ED will use data generated by 

READS to tap into additional private and public sources of funding. Third, each ED will 

leverage both sources of funding to scale READS to additional schools.   
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This strategy was applied successfully in DPS in 2008, as follows. First, the ED of CIS of 

Durham raised corporate funds totaling about $25,000, which provided funding to support 80 

students in 2 elementary schools. The data from this small pilot indicated that children who read 

5 to 8 books during the summer enjoyed larger reading comprehension gains than children who 

read 0 to 4 books (see Section C). CIS staff then shared results from the pilot study with potential 

funders in the business community and the superintendent of the Durham Public Schools. In 

meetings with both groups, CIS found that business and school leaders were eager to fund 

READS because: 1) It focused on improving reading, a core academic skill. 2) It enabled the 

business community to address a unique, unmet need—summer reading opportunities for low-

income children—important since the district had been forced by the economic downturn to 

eliminate funding for summer school! 3) It yielded clear data on the relationship between 

summer reading and student outcomes.  And 4) it was a simple and easy intervention to 

implement and scale. Consistent with the goals of our validation grant, data is a critical part of 

CIS's strategy for raising funds and generating long-term support and buy-in from leaders in 

business and education. 

As further evidence of the potential to scale READS, for the 2010 program in Durham, 

for-profit donors contributed $70,000 and the Durham Public Schools contributed $30,000 (see 

Letters of Support 3, and 8-9 in Appendix D).  Tapping into a diversified funding stream from 

both public and private sources, the CIS ED was able to increase participation in READS from 

80 students in 2008 to 500 students in 2010. This track record suggests that CIS EDs can raise 

seed money to fund a pilot implementation of READS including the necessary funds for books 

and use data from the pilot to generate funding from additional public and private sources. 
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3. The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive results are 

obtained, in a variety of settings with a variety of student populations—with fidelity and ease. 

Our plan intentionally extends READS implementation from the district where it was 

originally tested, to DPS, to two more NC districts (Phase 1), then to as many as 10 districts with 

more than one grade level of students in Phase 2, and finally to 20 NC districts in Phase 3. We 

have attended to some important elements of successful replication across settings: explicit 

strategies for using data to select program sites and improve the program including its 

cost-effectiveness, emphasis on building understanding and support for the program, and 

marshalling the necessary expertise and resources. 

However, given that many innovative programs are notoriously difficult to scale up in 

schools and school districts, can we extend READS to a variety of settings and do this with 

fidelity and more importantly with ease? With regard to fidelity, we have already explained how 

we will carefully document procedures and develop and make available instruments (e.g., 

checklists) to check fidelity and guide further implementation, and how we will solicit feedback 

from teachers and others, which may help us to identify unanticipated obstacles to faithful 

implementation, particularly in Phase 1. 

We are confident that we can scale up READS with relative ease. There are two primary 

reasons for our optimism. First, the program is simple to implement. We hire trainers to train 

teachers to do the end-of-year comprehension strategy and fluency lessons. Any district has the 

capacity to do this. The lessons themselves are already developed and validated, and, because 

they are fully scripted, extensive teacher training is not necessary. In our previous research, 

teachers attended a single 2-hour training session. The labor-saving program we use to match 

books to children’s interests and reading levels is easy to use and will be made available to 
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schools at no cost. In Basic READS, teacher and parent scaffolding is accomplished in the end-

of-year lessons and supplemented with letters and postcards sent to parents and children—again, 

not complicated and easily within reach for most school systems. 

Our second reason for confidence is that we have found in our previous work that READS 

has enormous appeal for practicing educators. As evidence of this, we present in Table 10 of 

Appendix H an email from two reading specialists in Illinois who were inspired by our research 

and decided to implement their own READS program. This email (received while writing the 

proposal!) is similar to many others Dr. Kim has received and is representative of the kind of 

enthusiastic comments we have heard from virtually all of the teachers and administrators we 

have worked with thus far. 

4. The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project and estimate of the costs 

to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 500,000 students. 

The proposed project will cost an estimated total of $12.7 million. This includes the cost of 

(a) the evaluation that will determine whether READS can be validated, (b) the analyses of 

results and implementation data that will be presented to school and district staff to gain their 

support, and (c) the costs of supporting project staff to carry out the plans and meet project goals. 

Our estimated cost for providing Basic READS is $312 per student. This means that the program 

could reach 100,000 students at a cost of $31.2 million, 250,000 students at a cost of $78 million, 

and 500,000 students at a cost of $156 million. 

5. The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate information on its 

project to support further development, expansion, or replication. 

During the grant period and afterwards, Drs. Kim and White will publish findings from 

READS and pursue the possibility of working with the governor and legislators to fund statewide 
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implementation of READS. To broadly disseminate information about READS throughout North 

Carolina and the U.S., we will work with intermediary organizations that broker relationships 

between researchers and practitioners. We will 1) conduct webinars with the Mid-Atlantic Equity 

Center (MAEC), 2) write articles for the Johns Hopkins Center for Summer Learning and 

practitioner-oriented journals such as The Reading Teacher and Phi Delta Kappan, 3) create 

interactive websites at the Harvard Graduate School of Education’s Usable Knowledge website 

and Communities in Schools of North Carolina, and 4) communicate findings at conferences for 

education researchers such as the American Education Research Association and Society for 

Research in Educational Effectiveness. In the past two years, Dr. Kim has conducted several 

webinars, written articles, and presented findings in many of these venues, and his work has been 

well-received by a large and diverse audience of policymakers and practitioners. 

SELECTION CRITERION F: 

SUSTAINABILITY 

1. The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, as well as 

the support of stakeholders, to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 

In post-grant scale-up, CIS will be greatly aided in its work by: 1) having rigorous evidence 

of effectiveness and cost-effectiveness in hand, 2) the ability to point to other districts’ success in 

implementing READS and applying the data use strategies, 3) the district implementation 

checklist tool developed during the project years, and 4) our study of how districts use data and 

research on READS to make decisions about adopting and expanding it. 

CIS has several unique fund-raising capacities that will facilitate efforts to fund and scale 

READS throughout North Carolina beyond the Validation grant. First, CIS-NC has access to a 

diverse network of leaders in the business community. For more than 20 years, CIS-NC has 
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successfully partnered with corporate donors to fund its core budget and its programs. The Board 

of Directors includes numerous business leaders who can potentially support efforts to scale 

READS following the grant period in schools through North Carolina.  Second, funding-raising 

is a core responsibility of each CIS Executive Director; the directors devote approximately 25-

50% of their time to fund-raising. Third, CIS of Durham has developed tools for drafting budgets 

and project timelines specifically for READS fund-raising and implementation that will be 

shared with the EDs in all 40 NC districts where CIS operates. 

Starting in Year 2 of the study, CIS and the Project Director will undertake an additional 

fund-raising strategy to sustain READS beyond the life of the validation grant:  We will work 

with state policymakers to create enabling legislation for READS. Currently, there is no stable 

and durable source of state funds for evidence-based education programs like READS. However, 

such funding does exist in the NC Department of Social Services, and CIS was able to tap into 

these state funds for an evidence-based parenting program (e.g., Incredible Years). Although 

there is no such finding mechanism in the NC State Department of Public Instruction, we will 

work with state legislators to create a grants program for evidence-based education programs like 

READS. Thus state dollars may provide a potential funding stream for CIS affiliates by Phase 3 

of the project and afterwards. 

2. The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, or benefits 

into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and partners at the end of the Validation grant.   

Project purposes (reducing summer loss and improving student achievement), project 

activities (READS implementation, data use strategies), and benefits (same as purposes) are all 

likely to be incorporated into the ongoing work of our partner school districts and CIS of North 

Carolina. As evidence of this we offer the letters of support in Appendix D, the fact that some of 
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the most important work is already well underway, such as building partnerships with school 

systems like DPS and fund-raising efforts by CIS, and the plans for CIS statewide scale-up 

described above.  

One of the difficulties in sustaining educational innovations is that district leadership changes 

frequently, particularly at the level of the superintendent. Too often, the new superintendent has 

no interest in maintaining the programs and initiatives that were at the top of his or her 

predecessor's agenda. It is important to note that we will rely on institutional partnerships rather 

than a single school district leader to sustain READS beyond the life of the validation grant. In 

2009, the DPS Superintendent met with Dr. Kim and CIS staff to learn about the research on 

summer reading. He said he supported the expansion of READS in future years and shortly 

thereafter left his position. However, the READS program has continued to enjoy strong political 

and financial support among district leaders, in large part because Dr. Kim made an effort to 

involve and empower not only the Superintendent but also the Superintendent of Elementary 

Curriculum and Instruction, principals and teacher-leaders who conducted training for their 

teacher colleagues implementing READS, and CIS executives and directors. 

SELECTION CRITERION G: 

 QUALITY OF THE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND PERSONNEL 

1. The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed project on 

time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, timelines, and milestones 

for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to the sustainability and scalability of 

the proposed project. 

The project's Leadership Team will include a Project Director and Co-Director, Lead 

Evaluator, the President and CEO of CIS of North Carolina, the Executive Director of CIS of 
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Durham, and the superintendents of participating districts. The Leadership Team will participate 

in monthly phone calls and quarterly in-person meetings to discuss progress toward meeting the 

goals in Phases 1, 2, and 3. The responsibilities of the key personnel are defined below. The 

milestones for the project are the project goals by phase and year (see Table 1 in Appendix H). 

Detailed timelines and budgets will be developed for all tasks related to each goal using project 

management software. 

2. The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project director and 

key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 

Dr. James S. Kim, Ed.D., will serve as Project Director and have final authority to make 

personnel and budget decisions. He is the developer of READS, and has already established 

strong collaborative relationships with each of the partners. He has managed several complex 

projects, worked effectively with school superintendents, principals, and teachers, and managed 

budgets from public and private funding sources. Dr. Kim was a 2008 National Academy of 

Education /Spencer Postdoctoral Fellow. He has published experimental studies of literacy 

interventions in major psychology, literacy, and education policy journals. His research has been 

funded by the Institute of Education Sciences, the National Science Foundation, the Spencer 

Foundation, and the W.T. Grant Foundation. 

Dr. Thomas G. White, Ph.D., of the University of Virginia, will serve as the project's 

Co-Director. He will share with Dr. Kim the responsibility for leading the project intellectually 

and logistically. Dr. White has a 25-year record of successful work with district and school 

administrators on complex research projects. He is currently Co-Principal Investigator for a large 

and complex statewide randomized experiment being conducted in collaboration with the 

Colorado Department of Education. The study is funded by the Institute of Education Sciences. 
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Dr. White specializes in reading research and program evaluation. He has published studies of 

vocabulary development, phonics instruction, and reading comprehension in major psychology 

and education journals.  

Linda R. Harrill, President and CEO of CIS of North Carolina, will manage the Phase 3 

scale-up of READS in 20 North Carolina school districts by supervising the CIS Executive 

Directors (ED) in each district.  In her role as President/CEO of Communities in Schools, she 

oversees the replication of the CIS process across the state, works with North Carolina business 

leaders, establishes state-level and national partnerships to benefit to local programs, and 

maintains relationships with other non-profits, state and local agencies, and the legislature. In 

2007, she was named the Distinguished Alumni for the School of Education at North Carolina 

State University. 

Bud R. Lavery, MSW, Executive Director of Communities In Schools of Durham, will be 

involved with all implementation activities in all three phases of the project. He will supervise 

CIS staff working on READS, direct partnerships with schools, and use the budget and project 

timeline tool to support expansion in new districts. His area of expertise is implementing 

evidence-based educational and social programs for youth at-risk of dropping out of school. He 

was the program director for a $25 million research study at Duke University and has extensive 

experience leading CIS of Durham’s effort to implement and scale evidence-based programs in 

public schools.   

Stacey Wilson-Norman, Superintendent of Elementary Curriculum and Instruction, Durham 

Public Schools, will work with Bud Lavery and the Project Directors to ensure progress toward 

project timelines and milestones. She will hire the READS data manager for Durham Schools, 
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and manage the DPS READS budget. She will also help administer the readiness survey used to 

select READS schools in Durham. She is a former principal in the Durham Public Schools. 

3.The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the independent evaluator, 

especially in designing and conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of 

educational initiatives. 

Jonathan Guryan, Ph.D., will lead and conduct the independent evaluation. He is an 

Associate Professor of Economics at the University of Chicago’s Booth School of Business and a 

faculty research fellow for the National Bureau of Economic Research. Dr. Guryan’s research in 

education has included work on education policy interventions using experimental designs and 

advanced multivariate statistical techniques, the financing of public schools, and how students 

learn from each other in school. This research has earned him two National Science Foundation 

Grants. He has published articles in leading economics journals. 

Other Project Personnel will include a full-time, North Carolina-based Field Director 

hired on a subcontract with CIS and reporting  to the PD and Data Manager hired on a 

subcontract with DPS and reporting to the PD, a Project Manager (assistant for Dr. Kim), 

research assistants for Drs. Kim and White, and evaluation data collectors. 

We have also formed an Advisory Board that will provide oversight and advice during the 

five years. The board includes distinguished scholars in the areas of literacy, the economics of 

education, testing and measurement, and educational leadership: Catherine Snow, Richard 

Murnane, Daniel Koretz, and Thomas Payzant of the Harvard Graduate School of Education. 
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Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The proposal described a promising program designed to address absolute 
priority 2 through an innovative approach to reading achievement retention 
during the summer months and the use of a comprehensive data system, 
which is not a widely used approach to improving academic achievement 
(pages 1-5). 
The proposal provides a set of goals, objectives, and outcomes that align to 
absolute priority 2 and the needs of the target population; which includes 
10,000 third grade students. 
The proposal reflects the analysis of several research studies conducted in 
regards to summer reading achievement retention and the use of data to track 
and intervene in student reading achievement. In addition, the proposal seeks 
to expand past research to include an evaluation of the cost associated with 
such a program. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses detected.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 



gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant describes a comprehensive research approach focused on 
improving student achievement through established research centers (page 
16). 
The proposal describes the capacity of the partner LEA to close the 
achievement gap over the past 10 years, as well as current efforts to use other 
grant funds to examine achievement gaps, teacher gaps, and family-



community-school partnerships (page 17).   
Data provided on behalf of the non-profit partner illustrates the strong 
capacity of the agency to improve student achievement in reading and 
mathematics, while decreasing dropout rates in a quasi-experimental model 
(page 17). 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses detected.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 



(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The project proposes to reach 10,000 students with 2000 students affected at 
the beginning and scale to an additional 8000 throughout the grant duration. 
The non-profit partner has the capacity to scale the project for replication 
statewide to affect all students (page 26). 
The estimated per student project cost is $312 over the duration of the grant 
(page 29). 
Dissemination through published articles, webinars, and presentations will 
share information with various audiences including policy makers and 
practitioners (page 30). 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses detected.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 



In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Due to the nature of the project to incorporate research on cost-effectiveness, 
this project has the capacity to ensure that only necessary costs remain to 
continue the project, as well as identify the replication costs (page 30). 
 
The partners involved with this grant demonstrate experience and skill in 
seeking and securing funds to support ongoing projects or to incorporate 
successful projects with existing financial commitments (pages 30-31). 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses detected.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The proposal illustrates the qualifications and responsibilities of key 



personnel to effectively manage and implement complex projects (pages 31-
34 and Appendix C-Resumes). 
 
The qualifications, expertise, and experience of the project director and 
evaluator demonstrate the capacity to conduct experimental or quasi-
experimental research studies (pages 33, 35, and Appendix C-Resumes). 
 
Appendix H provides management plan tables illustrating responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for the project duration. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses detected.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 



innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Appendix F indicates that Competitive Priority #6 was selected as a project 
focus; however, Competitive Priority #8 was addressed and highlighted in 
the Need for Project section. The application does not address Competitive 
Priority #6.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 



this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The project addresses Competitive Priority #8 focusing on student 
achievement, closing achievement gaps, and improving teacher effectiveness 
serving students in rural areas.  

 
Weaknesses 

Appendix F indicates that Competitive Priority #6 was selected as a project 
focus; however, Competitive Priority #8 was addressed and highlighted in 
the Need for Project section. The application does not address Competitive 
Priority #6, but the proposal demonstrated a focus on CP #8.  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The project seeks to validate the CE READS model, a summer reading 
program.  The CE READS  addresses loss of skills over the summer among 
students in 3rd and 4th grade.  Preliminary research data indicate success with all 
students, including specific sub groups.  The project strategy is to refine the CE 
READS model in a limited implementation, then to expand and further validate 
the model using cost-benefit analysis. 
NOTE:  PROPOSAL INCLUDED AN APPENDIX F THAT APPEARED TO 
BELONG TO A DIFFERENT APPLICATION CALLED CAREERS THOUGH 
CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM FCCLA AND NRCCUA VALIDATION 
GRANT 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 



project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

1. The project  represents an exceptional approach to absolute priority #2, 
using data from pre and post tests to increase the effectiveness of summer 
reading.  Students will be given a set of personal reading strategies during 
spring instruction, they will receive 8 books by mail that have been chosen 
based on their reading proficiency, there is a parent `fluency' activity, there 
are student incentives to participate.  The post test, administered in the Fall, 
will provide follow up data for future decision making. 
2. The proposal includes a clear set of goals and explicit strategy, with 
objectives and outcomes specified. (NOTE:  A more detailed timeline is to 
be generated at the project start.) 
3. The project is supported by research evidence (preliminary ) that shows 
achievement in reading over the summer.  Black and Hispanic children 
derived the greatest benefit from the summer reading program, showing 
treatment effects that were about twice as large as the overall effect. (Nar. P. 
13) 

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 



internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 



 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

1. The proposer (Harvard College) has extensive experience with complex 
projects as well as specific experience with this model.  The University of 
Virginia employs the co-director and likewise has extensive project 
experience. 
2. The nonprofit organization which is applying for this grant has 
significantly improved student achievement, attainment, or retention through 
its record of work with an LEA or schools using the proposed model.  (Nar. 
P. 13-14 and Appendix H, Table 5) 

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

1. The number of students who will be served totals about 10,000 directly 
over two summers.   
2. The applicant proposes many qualified personnel (Nar. P. 33-35) and 
indicates financial resources to meet the required 20% match.  The CIS 
subcontractor appears to offer an appropriate network.  The staging plan for 
bringing the project to scale appears reasonable. (p. Nar. P. 26)  Likewise, 
the strategy for developing local funding in three stages appears reasonable 
and has been successful. 
3. The replication plan includes specific elements for success:  explicit 
strategies for using data to: select the program sites; improve the program 
including its cost-effectiveness; and emphasis is in building understanding; 
support for the program at many levels of LEAs; and marshalling the 
necessary expertise and resources. 



4. The proposer's estimate of cost per student is $312.  This means that the 
program could reach 100,000 students at a cost of 31.2 million, 250,000 
students at a cost of $78 million and 500,000 at a cost of $156 million. 
5. The dissemination plan includes:  working with the governor and 
legislators to secure statewide funding; publication of results; using research 
and service networks; conducting webinars with the Mid-Atlantic Equity 
Center; writing articles for the Johns Hopkins Center for Summer Learning 
and related journals; creating interactive websites at the Harvard Graduate 
School of Ed.s Usable Knowledge website and CIS of NC; communicating 
findings at conferences such as AERA and SREE.  The CIS network will 
expand the READ program through its contacts in North Carolina.  (p. Nar. 
29-39)  

 
Weaknesses 

1. There are vacancies listed in the proposal which do not have position 
descriptions or statements of qualifications. 
2. The staffing plan does not clearly show % of time allocated for proposed 
personnel. 
3. The proposal does not clearly state what expenses the per pupil cost 
includes.  A simple set of budget item descriptions are included on Table 
9b:  READS Budget Checklist in Appendix H.  These may be the basis for 
the per pupil cost estimate.  The narrative does not address this point. 
4.      The dissemination plan does not specify strategies to specifically 
provide stakeholders with targeted information that will facilitate future 
adoption or allocation of resources to sustain the program. 

 

Reader's Score: 9 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

1. CIS will, in the post grant phase, use grant outcomes to sustain the 



effort:  rigorous evidence of effectiveness and cost effectiveness; the ability 
to point to successes in other districts; the district implementation checklist 
tool; the study results of how districts use data and research on READ to 
make decisions about adopting and expanding it. 
2. CIS has a track record of successful fund raising. 
3. Appendix D includes a variety of statements of stakeholder support, 
including willingness to cooperate as well as actual contributions toward the 
required 20% match for this project.  Scholastic, for example, offers 50% 
cost reduction for its books. 
4. The idea of including cost benefit analysis in the study indicates the 
proposer's commitment to sustainability with the highest quality program at 
the best price.  The independent evaluator is an Associate Professor of 
Economics.  This also indicates commitment to ensuring sensitivity to cost, 
over time. 

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

1. The management plan is an adequate statement which generally presents 
objectives, timeline, budget and project tasks. See notes below. 
2. The qualifications, relevant expertise and experience of the project 
director are adequate.    It is clear that he and the co-project director are 
experienced in managing complex tasks. 



3. The project director for the evaluation, an independent contractor appears 
well qualified in studying the questions at hand.   

 
Weaknesses 

1.  The evaluation activity does not specify who the data collectors will 
report to.  There is not a plan for ensuring the integrity of this data as an 
independent evaluator is a requirement for this project. (Nar. P. 35) 
 
Note:  As previously noted, the management plan is to be developed in more 
detail after project start up. (Nar. P. 33) 
 
Note:  As previously noted, there are many vacancies which are not 
supported by position descriptions or a statement of qualifications. 
 
Note:  As previously noted, there is not a fully developed staffing plan which 
displays time commitments, and  reporting responsibilities. 
 
Note:  As previously noted, it is unclear how leadership will be defined, 
given two project directors.  The proposal does not address this point. 

 

Reader's Score: 9 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

 
NOTE:  PROPOSAL INCLUDED AN APPENDIX F THAT APPEARED 
TO BELONG TO A DIFFERENT PROGRAM CALLED ?CAREERS 
THOUGH CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM FCCLA AND NRCCUA 
VALIDATION GRANT? 
 
NO COMPETITIVE PRIORITY POINTS COULD BE ASSIGNED TO 
THIS APPLICATION AS THE ENCLOSED APPENDIX F INDICATED 
PRIORITY 6 ? WHICH IS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE APPLICATION 

 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

NOTE:  PROPOSAL INCLUDED AN APPENDIX F THAT APPEARED 
TO BELONG TO A DIFFERENT PROGRAM CALLED ?CAREERS 
THOUGH CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM FCCLA AND NRCCUA 
VALIDATION GRANT? 
 
NO COMPETITIVE PRIORITY POINTS COULD BE ASSIGNED. THE 
ENCLOSED APPENDIX F INDICATED PRIORITY 6 ? WHICH IS NOT 
ADDRESSED IN THE APPLICATION 

 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The treatment group includes a set of rural schools.  

 
Weaknesses 

NOTE:  The proposer did include a cohort of rural areas in the 
study.  However, there is no detail designed specifically for rural LEAs.  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

Status: Submitted   
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1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  
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2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
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15  15  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Both internal and external validity is very well documented.  Research is 
relevant and informs the project.  The study designs are appropriate, clearly 
explained and thorough in detail.  There is an excellent discussion of the 
Kim and White research.  Randomization into project and control groups 
plus covariance procedures provide for excellent bias control.  There is a 
helpful discussion of the limitations of the research.  Appendix H provides 



excellent detail on study effects and provides samples of qualitative 
instruments. 
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

An excellent discussion of the experimental evaluation of READS was 
provided, including a sound way to use regression to test project effects.  A 
reasonable use of statistical methods to determine cost benefit was also 
provided.  A good discussion was presented on how randomization and pre 
test covariance will be used for bias control.  There is a clear discussion of 
the formative evaluation procedures.  The evaluator is indicated and is 
independent of the applicant.  The evaluator is an economist, but has 
experience evaluating educational programs. 
 

 
Weaknesses 

There is little detail about how randomization will be conducted.  There is no 
mention of how formative evaluation instruments will be developed or 
validated, or how formative data be collected and provided to the applicant 
for ongoing decision-making.  The evaluator is independent, but has worked 
with the project developer on previous projects and papers. 

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 



(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 



(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 



 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  8  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  11  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 19 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The project will focus on reducing summer loss using a tested program, 
READS.   Instead of identifying at-risk students to attend school in the 
summer months, students are given books to read at home.  Two studies 
conducted by the program developer and named PI of the i3 proposal were 
reported.  Both studies used randomization.  For the 2006 Kim study, the 
statistical analyses included using pretest scores in an ANCOVA to adjust 



for group differences.  For the 2008 study, statistical methods were again 
used to examine the equivalence of the groups. 
 
 
The research on the impact of traditional summer school is presented and the 
minimal impact builds a case for the need of the project.  Both the Teach 
Baltimore and the Chicago Summer School Program evaluations were 
discussed, albeit both of these studies had validity concerns. 
 
In general, there is an attempt to validate the impact of the READS program, 
and the efforts to enhance the program are thoughtful and creative. 

 
Weaknesses 

In the 2006 Kim study, the small group of randomly assigned students was 
from a mid-west, suburban district with 39% free or reduced priced lunch 
and 69% ethnic minorities.  The sample is not reflective of the targeted 
sample in the proposal.   The size of the sample is small to expect the 
randomization to equalize the groups. 
 
The results of the 2006 study were not statistically significant at the .05 
level.    
 
In Table 5, the difference of the scale scores was described in terms of 
months of growth (i.e., 1.56).  The researcher used the ITBS norms to 
establish a rate of growth per year (14 scale score points) and then divided 
by the 9 month school year.  This is an uncommon way to measure 
growth.  An alternate option, converting to grade-equivalents, doesn't 
provide a better solution because of the inherent inaccuracy of that score 
type.   
 
In the 2008 Kim study, the results were statistically significant showing the 
full scale model of the program as more effective.  Unfortunately, the 
attrition rate for the study was a high 22%.  Attrition is a common yet critical 
component to monitor in summer school studies.   

 

Reader's Score: 8 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 



projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The addition of the teacher calls may be an important component of a strong 
summer school program.  The use of Lexiles to help match books to student 



ability level will improve the chances of students and parents actually 
reading the books.  The use of a second standardized test to more precisely 
measure a student's reading level will strengthen the match.  The sample 
size, calculated by using data from previous  
studies, will help to reduce the effect of the inevitable  high attrition. 
 
The implementation of the study will be supported by the collection of 
qualitative data from surveys, teacher logs, and postcards.  Discussions 
including teachers, administrators, and parents will be scheduled to review 
various aspects of the program. 
 
The evaluation will be conducted by an independent researcher who has not 
been or will not be involved in the development or implementation of the 
program   

 
Weaknesses 

It will be difficult to measure growth in achievement over the course of a 
short summer school program.   Although a 'longitudinal' study of two years 
may better measure growth, the accumulated effect over a longer time period 
may be more relevant.  The extended study time may detain the scale-up and 
expansion of the program, but it will allow for an opportunity to strengthen 
the effect before the program is widespread.   Programs tend to take on a life 
of their own when they are widely distributed, especially when they are not 
highly prescriptive and cannot be closely monitored. The program idea 
presented is exciting and practical but needs more time to stabilize. 
 

 

Reader's Score: 11 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  



 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant has a clearly detailed approach to their priorities of closing the 
reading gap between low socio-economic students and high socio-economic 
students.  The applicant demonstrates a need for this type of research and 
potential to have this project scale-up due to the ineffectiveness and or 
closing of summer school programs and the loss of reading skills over the 
summer.  The applicant has a pilot project that has been operational for 2 
years.  The goals and objectives of this project are outlined comprehensively 
in three phases on pages 6-11.   
 
The explicit strategy outlined in the three phases demonstrates their 
knowledge of using this funding to take an existing program and test its 
effectiveness, ability to adapt to withstand specific adjustments, remain 
effective and cost efficient, and finally test its ability to scale-up. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 



gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant states that the research center in the Graduate School of 
Education implements complex projects and that this specific project has 
already begun in two school districts. 
 
Evidence is provided of the applicant?s partners with the LEA and 
Communities in Schools (CIS) having made improvements in student 



achievement.   
 

 
Weaknesses 

It is not clear the specific complex projects implemented by the research 
centers. 
It is not clear the specific complex projects implemented by the research 
centers. 
 
It is unclear if "our non-profit" means that Harvard College also operates a 
non-profit or if that is a separate entity that is a nonprofit and a partner of 
Harvard College. 
 
2 a) and 2 b) were meant to reference the "eligible applicant?s" achievement 
in closing the achievement gap and though they are an IHE, this section 
would have been strengthened by giving specific projects or programs 
Harvard College has facilitated or collaborated on that "significantly closed 
the achievement gaps between groups of students described in this 
section  or significantly increased student achievement for all groups of 
students described in such section; or made significant improvements in 
other areas, such as graduation rates or produced high quality teachers from 
their Graduate School of Education, or improved student achievement, 
attainment, or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.? 

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 



(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant has a detailed explanation and proposal of how to scale-up the 



proposal.  The three phase goals and objectives are prepared for this 
end.  They also will work through their non-profit Communities in Schools. 
 
The applicant indicates that part of their sustainability plan is that 
each  Community in Schools of North Carolina (CIS) agency's'  executive 
director (ED) will write for grants to replicate the model of this proposal. 
 
The applicant clearly described how the costs per students were arrived at 
and how they would differ in this validation phase versus a scale-up 
process.  The information was clearly presented and appeared reasonable. 
 
Dr. Kim will publish findings to disseminate information about this project 
to enable it to be replicated and scaled-up.   
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

CIS has numerous benefactors, budgeting strategies, and grant opportunities 
to continue this program beyond the grant years. 
 
Also the likelihood that the LEAs will adopt and prioritize Summer READS 
if it is proven successful is also high.   
Dr. Kim's efforts create buy-in with the LEAs as he includes and empowers 
the Superintendents in participating in the building of the READS program 
specifically for their districts.   

 



Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The proposed staffing and the credentials of the administrators involved in 
this program appear to be exceptional.  The three-phase goals outline a 
complete timeline of how the program will be implemented.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 



(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 



2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The applicant is serving a rural LEA.  

 
Weaknesses 
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Competitive Priority Preference (CPP) Response 

Denver Public Schools (DPS) is responding to CPP 7: Innovations to address the 

unique learning needs of Limited English Proficient Students (hereafter referred to as 

ELLs) and Students with Disabilities. For DPS, this means a districtwide focus that converges 

on ELL strategies as a core component in all aspects of the school system including, but not 

limited to, teacher effectiveness, curriculum, principal professional development, parent 

engagement, ELA courses for school staff, assessments, and district growth models. DPS 

proposes to partner with the University of Colorado in Boulder (CU Boulder) to implement and 

validate the effectiveness of a reading practice called Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR) in 

eight middle schools. CSR is not a curriculum, but a practice dependent on teacher effectiveness 

in the instruction of ELLs, students with learning disabilities (LD), and struggling readers. 

The rationale behind this proposal is clear. CSR was developed by researchers and has 

shown success in small studies in culturally and linguistically diverse classrooms from fourth 

grade through middle school. In DPS, forty-four percent of the total enrolled populations of 

students in DPS are ELLs. These students as a group, across all heritage languages, consistently 

struggle with reading comprehension and writing, both of which negatively impact academic 

achievement and graduation. DPS is committed to a partnership focused on the goal of 

addressing the unique needs of all ELLs and understands that effective teachers are able to thrive 

only if the whole school system is committed to adopting and implementing best practices for 

ELLs and students with disabilities. Over the five years of the grant, it is hoped that the 

preliminary research will be validated as effective, and DPS will have in place a comprehensive 

program it is able to systematize and bring to scale to address the needs of high needs students. 
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A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 

A(1) - DPS proposes this project to address Absolute Priority #1, Innovations that support 

effective teachers and principals by validating a research-based intervention, CSR. CSR is a 

research-based intervention for cross content area teachers to improve discipline specific reading 

comprehension. DPS and its partners will use CSR to catalyze a whole school strategy to 

increase middle school teacher, principal, and school staff effectiveness and overall academic 

achievement for ELLs, students with LD, and struggling readers (i.e. below proficient on the 

State reading assessment, CSAP). These student groups are not exclusive and many ELLs cross 

these groups. This project will be conducted with our official nonprofit partner, CU Boulder, and 

is intended to build on a school- and districtwide coherence model through our partnerships with 

CU Boulder and our collaborative partnerships with the University of Colorado at Denver (UCD) 

and Padres Unidos, a 20-year-old community-based organization that works on educational 

equality issues with Spanish-speaking parents and youths in Denver. Padres Unidos is a strategic 

partner as they will help create sustainable ELL parent engagement vehicles for DPS. DPS, CU 

Boulder, UCD and Padres will hereafter be referred to as the partnership. 

The partnership will use CSR to close the ELL achievement gap by: 1) Creating 

validation sites (eight middle schools by the end of the grant period) where CSR will be used to 

organize a school around research-based best practices for ELLs to include instruction, 

leadership, counseling, parent outreach, and student scheduling; 2) Promoting districtwide 

adoption of CSR; 3) Advocating for statewide implementation of CSR; and 4) Disseminating 

findings and supporting nationwide implementation of CSR for districts with growing numbers 

of ELLs. CSR will also be used as the strategic lever for districtwide change that focuses on the 

pervasive and urgent need to address ELL academic achievement. DPS is committed to having a 
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highly effective teacher in every classroom, and is building strategies to support this 

commitment. DPS are working collaboratively with the Denver Classroom Teachers Association 

(DCTA), the teachers’ union, to develop a comprehensive teacher performance assessment 

system, funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF). This system will be 

grounded in a shared, research-driven definition of effective teaching, incorporate multiple 

measures of effectiveness including student outcomes, and link to targeted, aligned, and highly 

differentiated professional development. However, DPS’ efforts have not focused on ELLs’ and 

their teachers’ needs, as if the work of ―effective teaching‖ is generic to all students, rather than 

specifically addressing the needs of ELLs and what their teachers must do to support them. 

Currently, DPS has 78,352 ECE-12 students. ELLs total 32,125, or 44% of the total 

student population (see Appendix H); 71.5% of DPS students qualify for free/reduced lunch 

(DPS Website, 2009-2010 Facts and Figures); 15 DPS middle schools have more than 40% of 

their students on free/reduced lunch (out of 17) and will be available for participation in this 

project. Demographically, DPS includes the following: American Indian: 1.1%; Asian: 3.5%; 

Black: 16.2%; Hispanic: 54.1%; and White: 25.2%. About 44%% in K-12 are ELLs (24,519). 

About 11% receive some special education services. Students with IEPs were 1.7% American 

Indian, 22.1% Black, 1.6% Asian, 53.8% Latino, and 20.8% White (compared with 1.1%, 

16.2%, 3.5%, 54.1%, and 25.2% in the total population, respectively). About 26% of all students 

with IEP were ELLs. 

Of great concern to DPS are ELLs’, exited ELLs’, students with LD, and struggling 

readers’ low reading comprehension levels. Many ELLs struggle with reading comprehension, 

and determining their reading comprehension trajectories leading to proficiency is difficult, due 

to the lack of research on this specific population and lack of longitudinal growth data for ELLs 
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on required standardized assessments. Reading comprehension in middle school is the gateway 

to later school success, and student inability to comprehend leads too many of them to become 

disaffected learners. To succeed in middle school, students must gain meaning and learn from 

texts. Yet, poor reading comprehension is a national crisis. Less than 32% eighth-graders across 

the U.S. comprehend what they read at or above proficient levels (NAEP, 2009), with significant 

differences in comprehension among demographic groups, favoring white students over those 

from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, students in rural and suburban schools 

over those in urban schools, and students from higher income households over those from lower 

income homes (Lapp, Grigg, & Tay-Lim, 2002). Many secondary school teachers assume that 

students who can read words accurately can also comprehend and learn from texts simply by 

reading. Therefore, they neglect to adequately instruct students on how to read for learning and 

understanding (Pressley, 2000; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). Also, the readability level 

of typical texts used in secondary classrooms may be too high for below grade-level readers, and 

the ―unfriendliness‖ of many texts can result in comprehension challenges for many students 

(Mastropieri, Scruggs, & Graetz, 2003). 

Suggestions to enhance students’ reading comprehension focus on improved teacher 

education and professional development (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; NICHD, 2000; Snow, 

2002). Research shows that effective comprehension instruction teaches students to summarize, 

generate and answer questions, and monitor their own comprehension (Kamil, 2004). Explicit 

strategy instruction helps improve comprehension for a wide variety of students (Biancorsa & 

Snow, 2004; Gersten et al., 2001; National Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000); RAND Reading 

Study Group, 2002; Swanson, 1999). However, teaching these strategies generally falls primarily 

to language arts teachers, and many teacher preparation programs inadequately prepare them to 
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meet their ELLs’ needs. Furthermore, content area teachers tend to be ill-prepared to effectively 

support students’ comprehension needs, particularly for their ELL students. Thus, the need is 

great to ensure effective and relevant professional development to enhance teacher effectiveness. 

An additional need is to ensure that the professional development DPS provides is part of 

a coherent schoolwide and districtwide model (Newmann, King, & Youngs, 2000). Simply 

providing more professional development to struggling schools will likely be counterproductive. 

Supporting teachers and principals in low-performing schools requires a theory of coherence that 

leads to sustainable school capacity building. Individual teacher competence is the foundation for 

improved classroom practice, but teacher competence alone is insufficient without a concomitant 

improvement of the overall organizational capacity of a school. 

A(2)—The overarching goal of this proposal is to validate that CSR increases teacher and 

principal effectiveness as measured by improvements in student outcomes. 

The Intervention: Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR) 

CSR is a research-based intervention that has been successfully implemented and studied 

in culturally and linguistically diverse, inclusive classrooms from fourth grade through middle 

school. Yet, this innovative approach for high-need students has not yet been widely adopted. In 

keeping with the requirements for a Validation grant, CSR as implemented in this project will be 

the same as, or very similar to, the corresponding version studied in prior research. CSR 

addresses ELLs’ linguistic and academic needs as well as unique learning needs of students with 

LD (Competitive Preference Priority 7). CSR was not developed by a for-profit organization and 

it is not a packaged program; rather, it was designed by researchers to improve teachers' abilities 

to help their students improve reading comprehension. The partnership expects that CSR will 

benefit all students, with disproportionate benefits for high-need students. 
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CSR facilitates reading comprehension for struggling readers, students with LD, and 

ELLs, no matter what their heritage languages, included in diverse general education classrooms, 

as well as resource rooms (Klingner et al., 2001). Built on a foundation of reciprocal teaching 

(Palincsar & Brown, 1984) and incorporating many features associated with effective instruction 

(e.g., collaborative group work, interactive dialogue, procedural strategies), CSR addresses four 

prevailing educational challenges, how to promote (a) students’ reading comprehension, 

particularly of discipline-specific expository text; (b) ELLs’, students’ with LD, and struggling 

readers’ text-based content learning; (c) students’ engagement in high-level academic 

discussions; and (d) ELLs’ language acquisition through academic discourse with peers. 

CSR helps students develop metacognitive awareness and learn specific strategies 

associated with enhanced reading comprehension, including: (a) Brainstorming (i.e., connecting 

with prior knowledge) and predicting or setting purposes for reading (preview); (b) Monitoring 

understanding and taking steps to figure out unknown words or confusing ideas (click and 

clunk); (c) Determining main ideas and gist statements (get the gist); and (d) Generating 

questions and reviewing key ideas or summarizing (wrap up). CSR also gives students 

opportunities to work in small cooperative groups of about four students where each student 

plays an important role (e.g., leader, clunk expert, gist expert, question expert) associated with 

the group’s effective functioning and strategy implementation. Cue cards help students learn 

their roles. The teacher first teaches the comprehension strategies to the whole class using 

explicit instruction, modeling, think alouds, and guided practice. Once students know the 

strategies, they apply them while working in cooperative groups and reading content area text 

with their peers. Students record what they are learning in CSR learning logs (see Appendix H 
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for sample CSR materials). CSR emphasizes the effective application of comprehension 

strategies as well as meaningful discussions about text content. 

DPS will work with CU Boulder to implement CSR in eight middle schools during the 

next five years. CU Boulder will provide CSR professional development and ongoing support to 

teachers, teacher leaders, guidance counselors, parents, and administrators. DPS and CU Boulder 

will work together to ensure that CSR is implemented in a manner that promotes school-wide 

coherence to support effective teaching and learning for ELLs and other high-need students. The 

illustration on page 11 shows how DPS will take CU Boulder’s CSR implementation findings 

from the research sites to inform districtwide practices to ensure that ELL curriculum, 

professional development (teacher effectiveness and ELA courses and principal leadership), 

assessments, and parent engagement are delivered in the most relevant ways. 

DPS is also creating a steering committee comprised of members of the partnership, who 

will hold DPS accountable for the implementation and achievement of milestones, outcomes, 

objectives, and districtwide coherence strategies and further, identify ways to inform the national 

conversation and practices on ensuring quality ELL education. 

Objective 1: Validate CSR as a best practice, disciplinary-specific reading comprehension 

strategy for ELLs, students with LD and other struggling readers and disseminate all 

findings to inform districtwide, statewide, and nationwide practices, policies, and strategies 

for meeting ELLs’ needs. Activities under this objective include: 

1) Implement CSR in eight DPS middle schools; 

2) Perform and evaluate CSR research with CU Boulder from both teacher effectiveness and 

student achievement perspectives; 

3) Implement CSR districtwide and disseminate findings: 
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a. Create a project steering committee made up of all project partners to design and 

oversee project implementation, conduct ongoing project reflection and evaluation, and 

design and plan project expansion for DPS institutional rollout; 

b. Create a national consortium of ELL educators and administrators that meets biannually 

to discuss policy, program design, and CSR implementation and other English 

Language Acquisition (ELA) strategies; 

c. Publish research findings and lessons and disseminate them in multiple ways. 

Outcomes will be demonstrated primarily by student achievement and increased districtwide, 

statewide, and nationwide adoption. Dissemination measures will include the number of high-

quality reports published as a result of this project, the execution of a biannual national 

consortium hosted by DPS, and DPS’ institutional adoption of CSR as a whole school strategy. 

Objective 2: Ensure that DPS’ definition of teacher effectiveness contains best practices for 

ELA. Activities under this objective include: 

1) Conduct CSR-based professional development and evaluation on observable teacher 

behaviors, document student growth and achievement, develop the principal leadership 

necessary for whole school adoption, and create resources for professional development; 

2) Build CSR-related and ELL-specific measures of effective teaching to accompany the data 

gathered from the Measurements of Effective Teaching (MET) project; 

3) Build a coaching and observation rubric for teachers based on CSR practices; 

4) Contribute ELL-specific, data-based goals for teacher performance; and 

5) Build data-based, ELL-specific mechanisms to improve performance-based teacher rewards, 

retention, and support teams and integrate these performance goals into the DPS Teacher 

Performance Management System (TPMS). 
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The outcome will be a definition and measures of teacher effectiveness in DPS that contain best 

practices for ELLs, students with LD and struggling readers. This outcome will be measured by 

an external review of the national consortium. 

Objective 3: Increase principal professional development opportunities to drive 

instructional leadership that supports ELL achievement. Activities include: 

1) Conduct CSR seminars for principals at CSR school sites; 

2) Hire a principal coach to provide executive mentorship and guidance as s/he transitions 

his/her school towards the adoption of a whole school CSR implementation strategy; and 

3) Design and deliver professional development for principals to create schoolwide structures 

that promote ELL, students with LD and struggling reader achievement. 

This outcome will be measured by an annually increasing percentage of principals participating 

in CSR and ELA professional development opportunities. 

Objective 4: Increase the capacity of school staff, including guidance counselors, to support 

ELL, students with LD and struggling readers. Activities include: 

1) Create a cohort of teacher leaders that will model CSR implementation in the classrooms 

and coach other educators on using CSR in the classroom; 

2) Hire parent coordinators at CSR sites and create advisory bodies to build sustainable tools 

for ongoing parent/community engagement and communication; 

3) Hire a bilingual counselor for CSR schools sites and include CSR-related professional 

development for all counselors at CSR school sites; 

4) Provide additional training to secretaries to support ELL parents at CSR school sites; 
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5) Use technology, including Promethean Boards, SchoolNet, and Teacher, Administrator, and 

Parent Web portals, to share information, best practices, and diverse educational strategies 

and tools that meet the needs of a diverse learning community; and 

6) Create an ELA Academy that integrates CSR practices with an apprenticeship model for 

principal and teacher teams from non-validation sites. 

This objective will be measured by increased student achievement from ELLs at 3.5% per year 

and increasing numbers of schoolwide personnel who feel confident in knowing how to support 

ELLs, students with LD, and struggling readers. 

Objective 5: Align DPS’ professional development requirements to best practices for ELLs, 

students with LD and struggling readers. Activities include: 

1) Redesign a model of observable teacher behaviors for classroom instruction; 

2) Redesign UCD ELA course curricula. UCD has partnered with DPS since 2005 to offer 

courses for all teachers new to teaching in ELA-designated classrooms; and 

3) Integrate newly redesigned ELA professional development opportunities with DPS teacher 

evaluations and the TPMS. 

The outcome is a professional development curriculum and trajectory for DPS employees 

anchored in research-based best practices for ELLs, students with LD and struggling readers and 

aligned to teacher performance evaluation and management systems. This will be measured by 

data collected on student achievement improvements and observable teacher behaviors. 

Objective 6: Develop a learning trajectory that accurately captures ELL student learning 

in language and content. Activities include: 

1) Analyze CSR practices against new DPS curriculum standards; 

2) Redesign English and Spanish classroom materials; 
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3) Identify performance measures with regards to student achievement; 

4) Track data to determine if ELLs in CSR site schools are ―on track‖ to graduate and develop 

relevant assessments that accurately capture student growth; 

5) Integrate ELL performance measurements, indicators, and methodologies into DPS 

assessment tools; and 

6) Redesign DPS assessments to accurately reflect ELLs’ learning trajectories. 

The outcome will be districtwide assessments that accurately measure ELLs against their unique 

learning situations. This outcome will be measured by the number of assessments and tools 

developed at the end of this project specific to ELLs’ needs. 

 

A(3)—CSR Professional Development 

Through CU Boulder’s and others’ research, DPS knows a great deal about what 

professional development helps teachers learn new practices (e.g., Klingner, 2004). DPS realizes 

that teachers’ beliefs, feelings of self-efficacy, attitudes, and perceptions all affect the extent to 

which they try new instructional approaches and persist in using them even when confronting 

challenges (Artiles, 1996; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997). Supportive communities of teachers and 
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researchers provide needed assistance while teachers shift towards improved practice (Bransford, 

Brown, & Cocking, 2000). Teachers need to see concrete examples of how theories relate to their 

students and circumstances and try them out in their own classrooms (Englert & Tarrant, 1995). 

By adapting new instructional approaches to fit their needs, teachers make them more relevant to 

their local context and develop ownership, which in turn promotes change (Datnow, McHugh, 

Stringfield, & Hacker, 1998). Enacting research-based changes in practices requires a flexible 

relationship between teachers and researchers to allow the implementation of the approach in a 

way that fits the unique needs of the school context without losing sight of the instructional 

model’s purpose. Coordinating district standards and curricula with CSR will influence the 

extent to which CSR is integrated into practice. In this study, we will create a curriculum 

committee comprised of university researchers and teacher educators, professional development 

personnel, and school district content area specialists to help teachers understand how CSR 

aligns with and can be integrated into their standards and curricula in the content areas. 

To implement CSR as a coherent strategy in DPS, the partnership will: (a) plan and 

implement professional development activities; (b) engage school administrators in discussions 

about how to support teachers’ efforts to implement CSR; (c) design principal professional 

development that builds instructional leadership versed in building coherent school strategies 

that support ELLs, students with LD and struggling readers; (d) explain how CSR aligns with 

DPS content standards and curricula; (e) provide resource materials that align with their content 

areas; (f) offer ongoing in class support; (g) provide protocols with observable teacher behaviors 

to assure that teachers have learned CSR to a level that it can be used independently; (h) provide 

systematic and ongoing feedback to teachers about student progress, including parent interviews 

and surveys; (i) facilitate opportunities for teachers to observe effective CSR implementation in 
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peers’ classrooms; (j) provide time for teachers to reflect on CSR and talk with other teachers 

about issues related to the practice; (k) encourage teachers to adjust and fine-tune CSR to work 

in their settings with their students; (l) capture effective practices to inform the district’s 

definition of teacher effectiveness and related observation and feedback tools; (m) video 

effective CSR teaching to facilitate district professional development efforts; and (n) integrate 

CSR strategies with science and social studies technology-based curricula using Promethean 

Boards to meet diverse student learning and engagement needs. 

This project will begin with teachers, district professional developers, and administrators 

participating in a four-day CSR professional development summer workshop to see it modeled, 

view videos of students using the strategy, and engage in extensive hands-on practice. Teachers 

will learn how and why to implement CSR and develop an understanding of the underlying 

theoretical rationale for the comprehension strategies and cooperative learning components of 

CSR (Pressley & El Dinary, 1997). Instructional strategies that enhance CSR implementation 

with learners from diverse language and cultural backgrounds will be emphasized. For instance, 

teachers will learn how to promote ELA through CSR. (see Appendix H). 

CU Boulder will conduct four follow-up booster sessions and assist with planning during 

early release days. Participants will review CSR components, share their successes, problem 

solve, and collaborate. In addition, university researchers and teacher leaders will visit teachers’ 

classrooms regularly throughout the year to provide follow-up classroom support through 

coaching and demonstration lessons, collaboratively work with school personnel to solve 

problems when challenges arise, and identify teacher leaders to share their expertise with others. 

Teacher leaders will be integral to DPS’ long-term sustainability of CSR implementation. 

DPS teacher leaders will teach half-days in their regularly assigned content area classes (e.g., 
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science, social studies) with one teacher per core content area per school. Teacher leaders will 

develop ―lab classrooms‖ where they use CSR and demonstrate how to implement CSR for their 

colleagues. For the other half of the day, these teacher leaders will support other teachers in 

implementing these strategies, through in-class modeling, co-teaching, and coaching. Teacher 

leaders will learn about coaching practices in the district’s Teacher Leadership Academy 

designed to build schools’ leadership capacity among teachers who will design, lead, and 

facilitate professional development aligned to each school’s improvement plan. Finally, teacher 

leaders will also take one, 3-credit course at CU Boulder to advance their skills and knowledge 

in CSR as well as their ability to facilitate CSR learning for other teachers. 

In addition, Padres Unidos will build on its existing relationship with DPS to enhance 

ELL parents’ knowledge and leadership with CSR. Parent engagement work will focus on 

supporting ELL communities to understand CSR and support its use outside of school and 

increase parent understanding of the data collection and dissemination of findings from the 

research study. To achieve these goals, a parent-district-university collaborative will be created 

to provide a variety of access routes to increase communication and dissemination of 

information, such as: (a) monthly strategy sessions in English and Spanish to inform parents of 

CSR strategies and provide resources for parents to support opportunities for strategic reading at 

home; (b) language appropriate newsletters, blogs, Webinars; and (c) in-person question and 

answer sessions at convenient times and locations. ELL parents will be strong members of the 

steering committee and will work with the district to create a cadre of parent leaders who support 

CSR as a successful and effective ELA teaching strategy to implement state- and districtwide. 

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 



Denver Public Schools  15 

B(1) - During a 12-year period, researchers have evaluated CSR’s effectiveness using 

quasi-experimental and experimental designs and found that CSR yields positive outcomes for 

ELLs, students with LD, and struggling readers, average and high-achieving students. 

Researchers have implemented CSR with social studies and science texts in content classes, as 

well as with expository and narrative texts in language arts and reading classes. Recently, 

Jitendra, Burgess, and Gajria (2010) applied stringent quality indicators to determine which 

instructional practices designed to improve the reading comprehension of students with LD could 

be considered ―research-based.‖ They found that only two studies met all 10 quality indicators 

and could be considered ―high-quality research.‖ CSR was one of these (Klingner et al., 2004). 

 Initial research was with 26 eighth grade ELLs with LD (Klingner & Vaughn, 1996). Even 

students who were poor decoders made significant improvements in reading comprehension. 

 Next, in a quasi-experimental study (Klingner, Vaughn, & Schumm, 1998), researchers 

provided instruction in diverse, inclusive fourth grade classrooms. Students learned to use 

CSR while reading social studies texts. Comparison students received typical teacher-

directed instruction in the same content. CSR students made statistically significant greater 

gains than students in the control condition on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test (Effect 

Size = .44) and demonstrated equal proficiency in their knowledge of social studies content. 

 Subsequently, researchers implemented CSR with fifth grade ELLs. Bilingual students’ 

discussions were taped while working in collaborate groups. Students demonstrated high 

levels of academic engagement and were able to help each other understand word meanings 

and make sense of their science textbook (Klingner & Vaughn, 2000). 

 Then, in another quasi-experimental study in culturally and linguistically diverse inclusive 

fourth grade classrooms, researchers compared five CSR and five comparison teachers and 
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their students (Klingner et al., 2004). Students used CSR while reading social studies texts. 

Students in CSR classrooms improved more in reading comprehension than comparison 

students. On the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test, post-test differences were 

statistically significant (Effect Sizes = .25 for high and /average-achieving students, .51 for 

low-achieving students, and .38 for students with LD). This suggests that CSR is helping to 

close the achievement gap for struggling readers. 

 Currently, researchers are conducting an experimental study (i.e., randomized controlled 

trial) in diverse middle school language arts and reading classes, including ones in DPS. 

Teachers are serving as their own controls, providing students in control classrooms with 

―business as usual‖ instruction. Preliminary analyses of year one data show statistically 

significant differences in favor of CSR on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Comprehension 

Test (p = .05) (Effect Size = .21 for struggling readers). The same teachers will implement 

CSR during year two of the study. In years three and four, the study will focus on ELLs. 

In sum, CSR has been found to effectively increase discipline specific reading 

comprehension in diverse elementary and middle schools through quasi-experimental research 

studies and in middle school language arts and reading classes in an experimental study. 

However, researchers have yet to test CSR’s efficacy in middle school content area classes in an 

experimental study. In the proposed study, CU Boulder’s researchers will continue to improve 

reading comprehension across content areas of ELLs, struggling readers, and all students within 

general education content area classrooms, including exited ELLs and ELLs who have waived 

ELA program services, allowing a comprehensive approach to teacher effectiveness across 

whole schools. The study will measure the extent to which CSR increases student achievement in 
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reading comprehension, enhances teacher effectiveness (fidelity to the model), and builds 

capacity to scale up and sustain CSR. The project will address the following research questions: 

1. What is the efficacy of CSR with culturally and linguistically diverse middle school 

students across a range of achievement levels, as well as with specific subgroups: (a) 

ELLs, (b) students with LD, and (c) below-proficient readers, when implemented by 

well-trained and well-supported science and social studies teachers, in comparison with 

―business as usual‖ comparison groups? 

2. What is the teacher effectiveness associated with CSR when teachers are well-supported 

using effective professional development practices and a collaborative university/district 

teacher leader support model? 

3. How do social studies and science teachers sustain the use of CSR practices during a 

second year with follow-up support provided by the university/district collaborative 

teacher leader support team? 

B(2) - The partnership expects that CSR will have a statistically and practically significant 

effect in improving DPS students’ achievement in reading. Previous effect sizes in CSR research 

studies with less power have ranged from .21 to .51 (on a standardized distal measure). This 

project can assume a minimum effect size of .3 (an average effect across prior studies), though 

anticipate that effect sizes probably will be higher (see Appendix H for a Power Analysis). The 

partnership also expects that students who use CSR in their classrooms will be better prepared to 

handle the rigors of text reading as they advance through their K–12 education. Application of 

this knowledge should help them compete for college entrance. Reading comprehension is a 

prerequisite for the prose literacy needed in the 21
st
 century workplace to manage multiple daily 

encounters with texts (Kaestle, Campbell, Finn, Johnson, & Mikulecky, 2001). 
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Given evidence of CSR’s potential to reduce achievement gaps, DPS is employing CSR 

as a critical strategy with the potential to meet the Board of Education’s goals of decreasing the 

achievement gap by 3.5% per year. The additional time spent in reading activities and receiving 

reading instruction aligns with the attainment of content standards in content area courses. These 

goals are articulated in the National Literacy for History and Science (6–12) Standards. Also, the 

components of CSR correlate with the reading standards specified in the DPS document. 

C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant 

C(1) - In 2005, DPS adopted the Denver Plan, a reform effort that emphasizes great 

teachers, strong school leaders, and increased community involvement. In the last four years, 

DPS has shown greater achievement growth than any other major Colorado district and led the 

state in improvement in practically every tested subject at every grade level. At the same time, 

DPS has cut both its student dropout and teacher attrition rates by a third. DPS is creating 

significant improvements in teacher effectiveness, developing high-quality principals, building 

strong data systems, and reforming district systems to close the achievement gap between 

various groups of students. DPS has strong data systems in place to track student achievement, 

the support of voters to provide $27 million/year in teacher incentive pay through ProComp, and 

a collaborative relationship with the DCTA. In 1999, DPS launched the DPS-DCTA Joint Task 

Force on Teacher Compensation to pilot ProComp. ProComp is one of the first teacher pay-for-

performance programs in the country in 2005. In 2008, DPS and DCTA revised ProComp to 

increase tenfold incentives for enhancing student achievement and double incentives for serving 

in hard-to-serve schools and hard-to-staff positions. 

DPS realizes the importance of aligning its entire human capital system, including 

recruitment, section and placement, professional development, evaluation, tenure, and 
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compensation, around a common teacher effectiveness strategy centered on student achievement. 

DPS recently implemented a School Performance Framework (SPF), one of the nation’s most 

thorough school evaluation tools and one based primarily on student achievement growth. Using 

a variety of longitudinal measures, it provides a comprehensive picture of how DPS schools 

perform in terms of student achievement and overall organizational strength. A Teacher Portal 

provides teachers online access to student data and analytics, and curricular resources. In 

addition, DPS is following recommendations from The New Teacher Project TNTP’s report and 

working with all stakeholders—community, government, and private—to secure investments 

needed to align DPS’ systems to the ultimate outcome of quality education for all students. In 

DPS, this system will focus on ELL strategies as a core component to all aspects of the school 

system, not just a ―siloed‖ initiative for a subset of students. 

DPS received BMGF funding to align around a singular vision of effective teaching that 

advances student achievement, reforms DPS’ human capital management system to differentiate 

top performers from struggling performers, creates an evaluation system to align with the 

incentive pay system, and defines a professional development strategy that coordinates with the 

teacher evaluation system. As part of the MET research project, DPS will collect and analyze 

primary research, lay the structural and cultural framework for its teacher performance 

management systems, engage teachers in the conversation on what it means to be a great teacher 

in DPS, design a system that will support performance management, create teacher career 

pathways like the teacher leadership academy, research established practices, and identify 

technology platforms and processes required to seamlessly integrate formative and summative 

teacher assessments, student achievement data, and professional development. 
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Furthermore, DPS has demonstrated the ability to execute large foundation grants and 

manage complex projects through design and implementation, on time and within budget. Most 

recently, DPS has demonstrated its ability to manage large, cross-functional, performance 

management projects through the successful execution of initiatives funded via a $4.75 million 

grant from the Eli and Edythe Broad Foundation and the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation 

(MSDF). At the conclusion of this 15-month grant, the MSDF foundation made Denver a 

showcase district and asked DPS to share best practices with other districts starting this work. 

C(2b) - CU Boulder is the leading major research institution in the Rocky Mountain area 

and will bring a significant amount of resources to scale this work based on the findings. The 

School of Education at CU Boulder is nationally know for their faculty and their contributions to 

educational research. The BUENO Center for Multicultural Education in the School of 

Education at CU Boulder will manage the CU Boulder portion of this project. The BUENO 

Center is a leading resource and capacity-building institution in the field of 

bilingual/ESL/multicultural education. The researchers/teacher educators at CU Boulder have a 

proven track record of improving student achievement through previous research with CSR. 

D. Quality of the Project Evaluation 

D(1) – The partnership will conduct a rigorous, experimental controlled comparison with 

sufficient power to establish significance and generalizability of this project. Because the CU 

Boulder implementers are led by one of the original developers of CSR who has also contributed 

substantially to the existing body of research on CSR, the study design proposed here mirrors the 

―teacher-as-own-controls‖ experimental design used in a recent IES-funded CSR study. If 

funded, a qualified external evaluator will be hired to design and carry out an independent 

evaluation of the project in coordination with DPS and CU Boulder. Before the start of the 
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project, the external evaluator will be asked to determine the adequacy of the study design and to 

review the appropriateness and adequacy of the proposed outcome measures. The 

implementer/researchers will work with the external evaluator to determine which data collection 

and analyses should be done by each party. The external evaluator will also need to conduct 

observations and interviews to document ―key elements and approach of the project so as to 

facilitate replication or testing in other settings.‖ 

In this study design, science and social studies teachers and their students in two middle 

schools per year will learn CSR during an ―experimental design year‖ (EDY) (repeated over four 

years, for a total of eight middle schools). Each set of two schools will participate in one EDY 

schoolwide, with all science and social studies teachers participating and serving as their own 

controls, followed by an additional schoolwide implementation year. Follow up data will 

continue to be collected on all participating schools for the full five years of the project. 

Science and social studies teachers will be paired in the EDY. Students will be randomly 

assigned to pairs of teachers. Pairing teachers and then randomly assigning students to pairs is 

feasible because the vast majority of middle school students, who do not have any special 

assignment such as honors, can be assigned to cohorts that follow the same schedule. Thus the 

experimental treatment unit will be pairs of social studies and science teachers, and CSR will be 

implemented in both social studies and science classes. Because teachers will serve as their own 

controls, they will not be included in the study if they are not teaching at least two parallel 

sections of a course. Classes with paired teachers will be randomly assigned to a condition (CSR 

or no CSR). In other words, Science Teacher 1 teaches four classes—A, B, C, and D—and 

Social Studies Teacher 2 teaches four classes—A, B., C, and D. Pairs consist of Science Teacher 

1’s Class A and Social Studies Teacher 1’s Class A, and so on. Students, because of scheduling 
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conflicts, who are in a CSR class for science or social studies but not both, or switch classes mid-

year, will be omitted from the analysis. 

During the study, each science or social studies teacher will be asked to implement CSR 

for a minimum of 60 minutes per week in each CSR class (either in one class period or split over 

two class periods), while reading expository text. Thus, students will participate in CSR for 120 

minutes a week (60 minutes in science plus 60 minutes in social studies). The primary outcome 

measures for reading comprehension will be the Gates MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test 

and the Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP), which provide both status and growth 

measures. Appendix H includes descriptions of the Gates MacGinitie and other outcome 

measures as well as ascertains the fidelity of implementation data. 

During each school’s second year of implementation, CU Boulder will provide CSR 

professional development and ongoing support to additional content area teachers, in math and 

language arts. DPS teacher leaders will also provide support. All content area teachers will 

implement CSR in all of their classes (i.e, in the second year, teachers will not be required to 

teach ―business as usual‖ in control classes). The goal will be to move to schoolwide 

implementation, with supports in place to enhance on-going sustainability, by the end of each 

school’s second year in the project. CU Boulder involvement will phase out as the year ends, 

releasing responsibility of providing ongoing support, as needed (e.g., to new teachers), so that 

by the third year of a school’s involvement, all support will come from DPS. This phased support 

is essential to build district capacity for the effective implementation of research-based practices 

that meet local schools’ and student populations’ needs. Student outcome data will be collected 

during each year a school is part of the project, and also fidelity of implementation data. 
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 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

School 1 EDY SWI 

Sustainability 

School 2 EDY SWI 

School 3  EDY SWI 

Sustainability 

School 4  EDY SWI 

School 5   EDY SWI 

Sustainability 

School 6   EDY SWI 

School 7    EDY SWI 

School 8    EDY SWI 

 Note. EDY = Experimental Design Year; SWI = Schoolwide Implementation  

The design for the four-year experimental validation research follows. This design 

assumes that EDY teachers of Science and Social Studies each teach four classes and that each 

class includes 25 students. Of teachers’ four classes, two will be randomly assigned to 

―treatment‖ (T) and two will be randomly assigned to ―control‖ (C).  

Yr 

DPS 

Schools 

N Teachers N Pairs of Classes N Students 

01 School 1 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

School 2 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

02 School 3 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 
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Yr 

DPS 

Schools 

N Teachers N Pairs of Classes N Students 

School 4 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

03 School 5 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

School 6 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

04 School 7 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

School 8 10 – 

5 Sci & 5 SS 

20 (20 Sci & 20 SS classes) 

10 CSR & 10 Control 

500-250 CSR 

250 Control 

 Note: Sci = Science, SS = Social Studies, and the unit of analysis are pairs of Science and 

Social Studies classes. 

The total number of teachers directly impacted by their involvement in this project in 

EDYs will be 80. In the SWI year of each school’s involvement, all Math and Language Arts 

teachers will also learn CSR (i.e., an additional 80 teachers, for a total of 160). The number of 

students participating in EDYs will be 4,000 (2,000 CSR and 2,000 control). A power analysis 

based on effect sizes found in previous CSR research suggests that power will be more than 

adequate to show effects for CSR participants in each EDY of the study, as well as for the 

subgroups of interest (i.e., ELLs, students with LD, struggling readers) when data are pooled 

across years (see Appendix H). All students in a school will learn CSR in subsequent SWI years. 
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Thus, the total number of students directly impacted by their involvement in the project will be 

5,200. Additional students will learn CSR when DPS moves to districtwide implementation. 

D(2) – As noted, DPS and CU Boulder will conduct an internal evaluation to support the 

ongoing implementation of the project as well as contract with an independent, external 

evaluator to assess the outcomes of this project. The external evaluation team will comply with 

all requirements of the technical assistance centers established by the U.S. Department of 

Education, including the design and implementation of an independent evaluation. The external 

evaluator will ensure that the evaluation is rigorous, independent and completely unaffiliated 

with the program and/or project. The external evaluator will review project impacts through 1) 

the outcomes and measurements listed under our six project objectives above; 2) the benchmarks 

and milestones listed under the implementation plan at the end of this proposal; 3) the internal 

research evaluation; 4) student progress and achievement as measured by a variety of student 

achievement indicators including but not limited to pretest and posttest scores of students in CSR 

classes, student logs, and CSAP scores; and 5) informal assessments and data collected through 

school demographics, teachers, students and parents about their observations since the 

implementation of whole school CSR. DPS and CU Boulder will use their evaluation results to 

proactively strengthen and improve the project, as needed, over the next five years. 

Data that will be collected and reviewed for comprehensive evaluation of this project will 

include pre- and post-test measures administered with all students in the science and social 

studies classes. Pre-tests will be administered two to three weeks before CSR intervention and 

post-tests will be administered within two weeks post-intervention. Trained data collectors who 

are blind to treatment conditions will collect all assessment data and data collectors must 

demonstrate at least 90% reliability on administering and scoring all measures. Evaluators will 
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observe randomly selected testing sessions to check for interrater reliability. The reading 

achievement battery will include the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test (Gates & MacGinitie, 2000) 

and the Test of Silent Reading Efficiency and Comprehension (TOSRET; Wagner, Torgeson, 

Rashotte, & Pearson, 2010). This battery (a) provides distal measures of students’ reading 

comprehension and (b) includes only measures with strong psychometric properties to assess 

students’ application of reading strategies (see Appendix H for descriptions of these measures). 

The evaluation will also review student learning logs three times every school year, 

student grades in science and social studies during the academic year as well as the reading 

scores from Colorado’s state accountability test (CSAP) at grades 6, 7, and 8 and in science at 

grade 8. Interpretation of results from the CSAP is supported by a sophisticated Growth Model 

that provides a method of estimating for each student whether their growth rate is above, below, 

or equal to the average growth rate for other students with the same initial score. Working with 

the DPS Department of Assessment and Research and the external evaluator, psychometricians 

at CU Boulder will test whether a separate Growth Model needs to be developed for ELLs. Then 

these respective Growth Models will be used to quantify the magnitude of effects of CSR 

compared to controls. In addition, the evaluation will also take into account school provided 

demographic data for students, including grade level, school, birth date, ethnicity, gender, free 

and reduced lunch status, primary language, language proficiency, special programs (e.g., 

disability, gifted and talented, ELA program eligibility and services), and attendance. This 

demographic data will be used as moderator variables when determining CSR’s effectiveness. 

The evaluations will make sure that the project is being implemented with fidelity 

through: 1) fidelity observations - teachers will be observed four times per year in both content 

area classrooms and during typical practice in comparison classrooms. Observations will be 
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audio recorded and detailed field notes written to describe specific comprehension strategies and 

methods included in CSR lessons; 2) an implementation validity checklist (IVC) that will 

provide objective assessments of the extent to which teachers implement specific CSR 

components (see Appendix H); and 3) implementation logs that participating teachers complete 

to monitor use. Teachers will report days/times they use CSR, lesson focus, number of students, 

and implementation information. Video and written logs will complement fidelity data to provide 

an index of use and measure sustainability. Additionally, teachers will document student 

attendance in the logs to evaluate the dosage or amount of intervention students receive. 

To document the possibility of using CSR or other reading comprehension practices in 

comparison classes, these same observations will be conducted for the same amount of time and 

with the same measures in both treatment and comparison classes. Any suggestion of 

contamination into a comparison classroom will be addressed individually with teachers. This 

method has been used in previous studies with little to no contamination across classes (Vaughn 

et al., 2009; Vaughn et al., in submission). 

D(3) - The independent evaluator will be responsible for documenting all components of 

this project to facilitate the replication or testing of whole-school CSR as a strategy for middle 

schools with significant ELL and other high need student populations. The principal 

investigators at DPS and CU Boulder will also compile detailed information about all aspects of 

the project. Data and findings will be broadly available through formal outlets (e.g., peer 

reviewed journals, conferences), informal outlets (e.g., district newsletters, parent meetings), 

third-party researchers, at the biannual national consortium DPS will be hosting (see Section E). 

D(4) –DPS and CU Boulder have sufficient resources -- institutionally, human and 

financial – to carry out the project effectively. Both have a strong track record. Ten percent of 
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the validation budget is earmarked for an external evaluator to ensure a quality, thorough and 

comprehensive evaluation is retained throughout the entirety of this proposal. 

D(5) - As stated, we will contract with a qualified external evaluator to conduct an 

independent evaluation of this project. This evaluation will be designed and carried out 

independent of, but in coordination with, DPS and CU Boulder. This independence will help 

ensure the objectivity of the evaluation. DPS is required by regulations to release a Request for 

Proposals (RFP) and start an open and competitive bidding process for the independent, external 

evaluator. Therefore, this proposal allocates the necessary resources, both human and financial to 

hire a qualified evaluator to become part of the project in Year One. 

The external evaluator will gather data and conduct analyses to evaluate the overall 

impact of the project and to provide advice about improvements to ensure fidelity of 

implementation and sustainability. For example, in addition to statistical and practical 

significance established by the experimental study, the external evaluator will be able to compare 

the growth of ELLs, students with LD, and struggling readers in DPS experimental schools with 

growth rates for these populations statewide, and will also be able to test (albeit, in a less 

rigorous way) the generalization of effects to non research schools in DPS, again using statewide 

growth rates as a basis of comparison. The external evaluator will audit and verify outcome data 

collected by the researchers and the district, but more importantly, will collect data from 

teachers, parents, and students about the strengths and weaknesses of the intervention and its 

implementation, which the researchers could not reasonably collect themselves. 

E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

E(1) – 5,200 students (in our initial eight schools) will reached and monitored directly 

during the length of this grant. However, as a result of the sustainability built into the project 



Denver Public Schools  29 

design where teachers are going to build the capacity of other teachers in DPS on CSR 

implementation, all DPS middle school students, current (15,536) and incoming, will be reached. 

E(2) –To bring this project to scale districtwide, the partnership will provide professional 

development and materials to teachers, school leadership, and parents in the remaining DPS 

middle schools. During the project, the partnership will create teacher support materials that can 

be disseminated on a large scale as well as a professional development packet with materials for 

professional development providers, a DVD with classroom vignettes, and teacher materials for 

use in various content areas. Prototypes for these materials have already been created and will be 

enhanced and refined through the course of the project. 

UC Denver (UCD) partners with DPS to offer ELA courses for all teachers new to 

teaching in ELA-designated classrooms. These courses are required by position, fully funded, 

and embedded within DPS culture. The partnership will take advantage of this structure to bring 

lessons learned in the project to scale by embedding them into UCD ELA courses. Padres Unidos 

will help to bring the project to scale by hosting additional parent sessions. DPS will provide in-

kind technology supports to deliver CSR in the classroom through Promethean Boards and to 

increase all parents’ and teachers’ ability to learn more about effective ELA strategies on the 

Parent and Teacher Web portals. DPS will translate the Parent portals into the 9 most common 

languages at DPS as part of the grant as well as contributing financial, personnel, management, 

and technological resources to scale this project and private philanthropic resources to this grant 

by incorporating CSR into the ELA Academy and summer Teacher Leadership Academies. 

The Colorado Department of Education will assist DPS and CU Boulder to bring this 

project to scale statewide (see letters of support in Appendix X). Lessons learned from the 

project, professional development expertise and materials, and other resources will be made 
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available for wide distribution. DPS will host a five-day train-the-trainers conference. At the 

conference, teacher leaders and administrators will be given professional development and 

support materials that will prepare them to implement CSR in their local districts. In addition, 

DPS plans to host a national consortium to bring together ideas, best practices, and 

methodologies that work for ELLs to proactively build and work with other districts to deliver 

quality public education to the growing ELL population in this nation. 

E(3) - This project has many features built into it that enhance its potential to be 

replicated in a variety of settings and with a variety of student populations. The fidelity of 

implementation data to be collected throughout the project, along with plans to correlate fidelity 

of implementation with literacy outcomes, will provide feedback about ease of implementation. 

Previous participants in CSR studies and CSR evaluators have spoken positively about CSR. For 

example, the Director for Language Arts for Miami-Dade County Public Schools (the fourth 

largest school district in the nation) observed CSR and exclaimed: 

You have worked out all the kinks. Reciprocal Teaching, as great as it is, seemed too 

challenging to implement with an entire class. But you’ve figured out how to make it work. I 

love it! If the superintendent were to say that starting tomorrow, every teacher in M-DCPS 

would have to implement CSR to keep their job in this district, I would jump up and down 

and shout “Hallelujah!” 

E(4) - The estimated cost of the proposed project per student per year, including start-up 

and operating costs, totals $594. This number accounts for reaching 15,536 students, the total 

number of DPS middle school students. This is one of the major outcomes of the grant, to have a 

sustainable DPS CSR solution for all middle schools. Furthermore, this project can be replicated 

without the investment in CU Boulder after this grant, given that CSR will be validated. At $594, 
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reaching 100,000 students would cost $59.4M, reaching 250,000 students would cost $148.5M, 

and reaching 500,000 students would cost $297M. 

E(5) - DPS is well-positioned to disseminate results from this project. As mentioned 

earlier, DPS will host a national consortium to bring together educators and administrators to talk 

about ELA best practices. This consortium will be a prime dissemination point for the project’s 

findings. DPS will make project results broadly available through formal (e.g., peer-reviewed 

journals) and informal (e.g., podcasts, webinars, blogs, newsletters) outlets. Evaluation data will 

be made available to third-party researchers (consistent with applicable privacy requirements). 

CU Boulder also has significant capacities to disseminate findings, including (but not 

limited to) publishing findings in journals, presenting at national, state, and local conferences and 

training institutes, and providing professional development and teacher support materials that can 

be disseminated on a large scale. CU Boulder researchers have a strong track record of proving 

wide dissemination of research findings (e.g., J. Klingner has 100 publications). 

F. Sustainability (up to 10 points) 

F(1) - DPS and CU Boulder have built in sustainability measures that include the buy-in 

and support of Colorado state-level leadership, community-based organizations, and universities. 

Letters of support attached in this application demonstrate these supports. DPS’ commitment and 

political will are in place for this project to be implemented thoroughly and with fidelity. DPS 

and CU Boulder have a long-standing collaborative relationship that has always prioritized DPS 

improvement and developed research-based initiatives that support student success. The goal of 

this partnership is a coherent, sustainable districtwide program that fully integrates ELA 

strategies and best practices into all districtwide data collection, assessments, parental 

involvement, performance measures, curriculum design, and evaluation efforts. 
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The collaborative teacher leader support model has a number of features that predict a 

high level of sustainability. From the beginning, university and district personnel will work 

collaboratively to design and promote effective professional development and support systems. 

Teacher leaders will learn effective implementation models during district teacher leadership 

academies. Job responsibilities will be restructured to allow teacher leaders a 50% reduction in 

class time. Teacher leaders will develop leadership skills and CSR expertise to provide coaching 

to study teachers at their school sites. Researchers will support high-quality implementation in 

the lab classrooms, so that other teachers can observe model CSR teaching practices. 

F(2) - The proposed support model offers two implementation phases. In the first year, 

CU researchers provide a large amount of support. EDY teachers and key central office staff 

learn CSR and develop implementation skills. Second year capacity is built because CU 

researchers support teachers and school administrators in using CSR schoolwide and promoting 

sustainability. Activities will include teacher leader and administrator collaborations, help for 

schools designing their own support systems, and capacity building at school sites. By the end of 

year two, the district will provide the majority of CSR support at individual school sites. 

To incorporate coherent strategies that ensure comprehensive solutions to close DPS’ 

ELL achievement gap districtwide, ELL parent engagement and school involvement must be 

intentional and effective. To this end, DPS is committing to hiring parent coordinators at CSR 

school sites and partnering with Padres Unidos. Padres Unidos is effective due to their 

community-led strategies that increase the quality of education and justice for youth and families 

of color. For example, at DPS’ North High School, Padres Unidos worked with ELL parents and 

the school to institute restorative justice and end zero tolerance disciplinary policies, resulting in 
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a 50% two-year decrease in behavior incidents and a 45% two-year decrease in out-of-school 

suspensions. North’s graduation rate increased by 12.1% in 2009, the largest increase in DPS. 

G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 points) 

G(1) – Attached in Appendix H is a comprehensive management plan with goals, 

responsibilities/leadership, milestones in years 1 – 5, end of program objective(s) and 

sustainability indicators beyond the grant period. The partnership articulated these goals: student 

impact, research, teacher leadership professional development, curriculum, parent engagement, 

steering committee, scale up and national consortium, technology, evaluation, assessments, 

teacher effectiveness/performance management, budget alignment and program support. 

G(2) - CU Boulder brings experience and expertise from a team led by Dr. Janette 

Klingner, a professor at the University of Colorado at Boulder. Dr. Klingner was a bilingual 

special education teacher for 10 years before earning a Ph.D. in Reading and LD at the 

University of Miami. Over the years, she has been a Co-Principal Investigator on federally 

funded grants totaling more than $27 million. She currently is a Co-Principal Investigator (Co-

PI) on two IES research projects and a Co-PI for an Equity Assistance Center (Region VIII). She 

has extensive experience implementing large, complex projects, including a $10,148,427 

Teacher Quality Enhancement Partnership Grant. She also has been a Co-PI of a Sustainability 

project funded by the U.S. Department of Education. To date, she has authored or co-authored 

100 articles, books, and book chapters, presented at numerous conferences, and conducted 

several professional development programs, many on CSR. In 2004, she won the American 

Educational Research Association’s Early Career Award for outstanding research. 

Integral to Dr. Klinger’s team is Dr. Alison Gould Boardman, a research associate at the 

University of Colorado at Boulder. She conducts intervention research and is involved in 
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professional development efforts and curriculum development. Currently, she is the project 

director for two IES grants, the CSR efficacy study in middle schools, and the Literacy Learning 

Communities study to create and assess the value of a reading professional development model 

for elementary special education teachers where she is responsible for recruiting school districts. 

Dr. Boardman works with school districts and state departments nationwide to plan and 

implement effective professional development for struggling readers. 

Dr. Klingner will also be supported by three expert academic subject consultants. Dr. 

Valerie Otero, an Associate Professor of Science Education at the University of Colorado, 

Boulder, will advise the program in the application of CSR techniques to Science instruction. Dr. 

Jeffrey Frykholm, an Associate Professor of Education at the University of Colorado at Boulder 

specializing in mathematics education, will provide guidance on Mathematics instruction. Dr. 

Cinthia Salinas, an Associate Professor of Education at the University of Texas with a 

concentration in Social Studies, will consult on Social Studies instruction. Derek Briggs, chair of 

the Research and Evaluation Methodology Program at the University of Colorado at Boulder, 

will consult on research design and serve as the program Statistician. 

DPS’ strong and committed leadership team offers significant collective education 

experience both nationally and in Denver. The team is committed to this proposal and will play 

an active role in ensuring the district executes the vision effectively and meets its milestones. 

The Superintendent, Tom Boasberg, the Chief Academic Officer, Dr. Ana Tilton, the Chief 

Human Resources Officer, Shayne Spalten, the Executive Director of Teaching and Learning, 

Susana Cordova, and the Executive Director of the Office of Teacher Learning and Leadership, 

Debbie Hearty, have all been actively engaged in developing this proposal and recognize the 

importance of this work to the district’s success. 
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The DPS team is guided by Susana Cordova, the Executive Director of Teaching and 

Learning. Susana has an MA in Education Administration and Curriculum Development and has 

led initiatives such as: the development of K–9 reading and writing instructional planning 

guides; professional development in linguistically appropriate instructional practices for literacy 

coaches, teachers, and administrators; and whole school support projects, such as CORE Matters, 

a whole school literacy improvement initiative. She has helped develop district benchmark 

assessments, aligned to the Colorado standards and has previously been a middle and high school 

English and ESL teacher and building principal. 

Debbie Hearty, DPS Executive Director of Teacher Leadership and Learning, will also 

provide program oversight. Debbie holds an MA in Social Sciences Education and has designed 

and implemented a comprehensive district approach to professional development. As a faculty 

member of the School of Education and Director of School and University Partnerships at the 

University of Colorado at Boulder, Debbie led the partnership between schools and faculty to 

develop an urban teacher apprenticeship program. 

DPS will hire a full-time Project Director with expert knowledge of the ELL instruction 

research base and successful classroom teaching experience with English language learners. The 

Director will hold a bachelor’s or master’s degree in Education and have significant program 

development experience involving assessment, and curriculum and professional development to 

achieve district academic goals. DPS will also hire a full-time Project Manager, CSR Grant 

Accountant and Grant Coordinator. All will have bachelors’ degrees and strong project 

management experience in Education and will coordinate all grant program activities and interim 

progress reporting to Director. The CSR Grant Accountant will have at least five years of 

experience in budgeting and expenditure management. 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

This proposal is designed to validate Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR) as a 
research-based intervention for cross-content area teachers to improve discipline 
specific reading comprehension. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 



 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

CRS will be used as a strategic lever for districtwide change.  5,200 students 
in eight middle schools will be served during the grant period.  Five 
objectives were presented:  (1) validate CSR with ELL's, students with LD, 
and struggling readers in middle school content area classrooms; (2) using 
validation results the applicant proposed to ensure that Denver Public 
Schools definition of teacher effectiveness includes best practices for ELL's 
and other high needs students; (3) increase principal professional 
development opportunities to drive instructional leadership; (4) increase 
capacity of school staff to support identified students; (5) align DPS's 
professional development requirements to best practices; (6) develop a 
learning trajectory.  Objectives are clearly delineated throughout the 
proposal.  The proposal includes research-based interventions. 
In terms of need, it was stated at 44% of the students in DPS are ELL's.  All 
data suggest that those students struggle with comprehension.  The results of 
the validation will lead to development of a comprehensive program to 
systematize and bring to scale the identified needs of high needs students.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant did not provide information on other programs currently being 
used in DPS and what the benchmark is for certifying effectiveness of this 
program.  The applicant also does not provide information to indicate what 
type of assessment will be used to determine technological sufficiency of 
participants.  The proposal calls for the use of webinars, blogs, and other 
technology tools.  The use of those tools may require training for prospective 
users.  
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2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 



project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 



nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The project director has experience implementing many large scale 
initiatives.   
 
The project initiatives include long-standing relations with the Teacher's 
Union where collaborative efforts have supported funding to track student 
achievement, obtain support from voters to prove $27 million in teacher 
incentive pay though ProComp.  Additional partners are identified in Section 
F-- Sustainability  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant did not provide student performance/achievement data to show 
how the partnership between the school district and the partner universities is 
bringing about improved student outcomes.  Data from the BUENO Center 
for Multicultural Education in the School of Education would also have 
enhanced the proposal.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The project proposal includes the following objectives that address the issues 
of scalability: 
1.  Eight middle school are validation sites. 
2.  The project promotes district adoption. 
3.  The project advocates systemwide implementation 
4.  The project recommends dissemination of findings and support for 
nationwide implementation. 
5.  The project is identified as a strategic lever for districtwide change that 
focuses on the pervasive urgent needs to address ELL academic 
achievement.  



 
Weaknesses 

The applicant does not mention dissemination of findings at a local 
level.  While dissemination at a national level provides an opportunity to 
share best practices on a wide scale, local dissemination can also provide a 
forum for sharing best practices.  
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6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Official non-profit partner is CU--Boulder.  Also partnering is UC--Colorado 
and Padres Unidos a 20-year old community-based organization that works 
for education equality issues with Spanish speaking parents and youths of 
Denver.  The applicant is also working collaboratively with Denver 
Classroom Teachers Association to develop a comprehensive teacher 
performance assessment system.  Buy-in and support also comes from 
Colorado state-level leadership.  The application also identifies coherent, 
sustainable districtwide programs that fully integrate ELA's strategies and 
best practices into all data collection, assessments, parental involvement, 
performance measures, curriculum design, and evaluation efforts.  The 
collaborative teacher leader model has a number of features that predict 
high-level sustainability.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant did not provide specific information on sustainability beyond 
the life of the grant.  More information regarding contingency plans between 
Year One and Year Two might also support sustainability because Year One 
is presented as a developmental year in the project.  
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Includes comprehensive management plan for five year duration of the 
grant.  Project staff includes a project director, a research associates, and two 
subject consultants as well as support from the school district superintendent, 
the chief academic officer, the chief of HR, and the executive director of 
Teacher Learning and Leadership.  All have been a part of the development 
of the proposal.  The school district will hire a full-time project director.  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant did not include a project timeline, milestones, or objectives in 
this section.  The management plan included in the appendix did not provide 
detail sufficient to ensure that the objectives of the proposal will be met.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 



cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Denver Public Schools and its partners proposes to use Collaborative 
Strategic Reading (CSR) as a whole school strategy to affect academic 
achievement for ELLs and students with LD, and struggling readers.  CSR 



provides strategies to support ELLs and students with LD in areas of text-
based content learning, and language acquisition through academic discourse 
with peers, to name a few.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  11  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
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20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The proposal notes twelve years of a variety of studies on CSR.  These are 
mostly small, well designed studies.  There is a lack of research on middle 
schools and with ELL and LD populations. 
 
A large quasi-experimental study is underway,  but no results are available.  

 



Weaknesses 

Lack of large scale RCTs available.  
 

Reader's Score: 11 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 



 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The proposal presents a strong evalaution design.  Uses a interesting "teacher 
as own control design.  They will phase in a design over a 4 yr period---2 
middle schools per year. 
 
There will beiImplementation assessments in both treatment and control 
classes. 
 
There will be a strategy for examining ELL population  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 
Would have liked more details on analyses and power.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 



 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 71 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The Denver Public School district is proposing to use the Collaborative 
Strategic Reading (CSR) model to design a whole school strategy that will 
increase middle school teacher, principal, and staff effectiveness and 
improve academic achievement for ELLs, students with learning disabilities, 
and struggling readers.  (page e0) 
 
The number of students to be served during the five years of the project will 
be 5,200 from eight middle schools within the DPS district.  The project 
design anticipates adoption of the CSR model district-wide which will 
increase the number of students to 15,536.  (page e0) 
 
Project partners are DPS and University of Colorado in Boulder.  Additional 
partners are a parent community group, Padres Unidos, and Colorado 
University at Denver. 
 
Forty-four percent of the total student population in DPS are ELLs (English 
Limited students).  The project design plans to improve teacher effectiveness 
in the instruction of ELLs and students with learning disabilities, and 
struggling readers.  (page 1)  CSR is a research-based intervention for cross 
content area teachers to improve reading comprehension within their 
discipline.  (page 2)   The Denver Public School system has a total of 78,352 
students and 55% of all students are struggling readers. 
 
The partnership of the Denver schools will have a positive impact on the 
pedagogy of the Colorado higher education institutions as most teacher 
preparation programs do not prepare teachers to meet the needs of their ELL 
students.  (page 4)  The UCD plans to redesign its ELA course curriculum as 
part of this project.  (page 10) 
 
The project design narrative is comprehensive and appears to be a model for 
successful completion of the grant project. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 



Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 



(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The Denver Public Schools have cut student dropouts by one-third through 
its reform efforts.  They have also launched a Joint Task Force with the 
Denver Teachers Classroom Association to pilot a teacher incentive pay 
program (page 18).  DPS has also received funding from the Bill Gates 
foundation to create a new teacher evaluation system.  (page 19) 
 
The Colorado University of Boulder is the leading research institution in the 
area. CU Boulder houses the leading resource institution in the field of 
bilingual/ESL/multicultural education: the BUENO Center.  (page 20)  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 



of the project. 
Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The estimated per student cost of the CSR project is $594.00 for reaching the 
ultimate goal of 15,536 students, the total number of middle school students 
in the DPS district.  (page 30)  The required estimates for 100,000, 250,000, 
and 500,000 students are found on page 31. 
 
CU Boulder will disseminate findings in journals, and at national and state 
conferences.  (page 31) 
 



The budget narrative found on pages e0 to e26 was comprehensive and 
detailed.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The project goals include the development of professional development 
packets with materials, DVD's with classroom vignettes, and teacher 
materials for use in various content areas.  The Colorado Department of 
Education has committed to bring the project to scale statewide.  (page 29) 
 
DPS will host a five day train-the-trainer conference for all interested 
schools wishing to implement CSR. (page 30) 
 
Evidence of sustainability is located within the letters of support from the 
Governor of Colorado, Colorado Commissioner of Education, Mayor of 
Denver, University of Colorado at Boulder, University of Colorado, Denver 
Classroom Teachers' Association, University of Colorado at Denver, and 
Padres Unidos.  (Appendix D) 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 



 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

A curriculum committee of university researchers, teacher educators, 
professional development personnel, and school district content area 
specialists will assist teachers to understand how CSR aligns with and can be 
integrated into their content areas.  (page 12) 
 
A specific timeline was not found, but the grant narrative described the 
project plans for CSR professional development summer workshops, four 
booster sessions, visits with university researchers,  and the development of 
"lab classrooms" by teacher leaders.  (pages 13-14) 
 
The expertise of the grant project leadership will ensure a successful grant 
project. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 



priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 



defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The CSR (Collaborative Strategic Reading) model is designed by researchers 
to improve teachers' abilities to help their students improve reading 
comprehension.  The project design provides needed professional 
development to enable teachers and principals to provide needed strategies to 
improve achievement of the ELL and LD students in DPS.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/15/2010 9:36 AM    
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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  17  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  10  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  8  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  7  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 53 
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Validation 02: 84.396B  
Reader #4:  
Applicant: School District No. 1 of the City and County of Denver, State of Colorado -- , 
- , (U396B100143)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The proposal clearly establishes the need to address the unique learning 
needs of ELLs in DPS, who make up 44% of the students, and an analysis of 
those students by demographics, as well as special needs, is included (p. 
3).  The importance of strong middle grade reading is explained, and then 
linked to an effective lever for improvement -- focusing on teacher ed and 
professional development.  The proposal goes further to state the importance 
of content area teachers being effective teachers of comprehension (p. 5).  It 
is then thru the systemic implementation of CSR that teachers would change 
practices (practices thoroughly described on p. 6), and student learning 
would improve.  The applicant is also focused on the need for CSR to be 
meaningful implemented -- that is, school context will be considered and the 
need for coherence is stated.  All levels of personnel and families are part of 
the implementation.  Six detailed objectives (p. 7-11) are described and 
aligned with activities that engage all school personnel, lay-out clear actions, 
align the project to other work in the district, and create a strong road map of 
implementation.  The CSR professional development roll-out includes 
effective pieces like tending to teacher efficacy around new practices, 
creating a curriculum committee to align CSR with district standards, and 
engage partner Padres Unidos to lead ELL parents during the project. 

 
Weaknesses 

While the proposal includes some details of the teacher professional 
development implmentation (p. 12-13, the list from "a" through "n"), this 
section is truly just a list of activities and lacks the coherence that the 
applicant has stated is so important to success.  Some of the activities are 
low-level (provide materials, encourage teachers to fine tune) and some are 
complex (using protocols, starting video projects).  This section would 
benefit from a clearer scope -- the list on page 12-13 partially aligns with 
some of the plans on page 13-14 but lacks a full vision of how teachers will 
learn, experiment, get feedback and support, and be held accountable to 
implemenation. 

 

Reader's Score: 17 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 



internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 



 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The impressive work of the Denver Plan, the collaboration that led to 
ProComp, and implementation of SPF and the commitment and partnership 
with Gates -- all of these are strong indicators (and the national familiarity 
with them allowed the reader to understand that impressiveness, but 
including details here would strengthen this section).  It is helpful to see the 
admission that there is a need to remove the silo around ELL students in 
order for the great progress to continue. 

 
Weaknesses 

In section C, the applicant is asked to provide data demonstrating that they 
have closed the achievement gap.  Given this proposal's focus on DPS's 
middle school ELLs, it would have been important to share data (and some 
analysis of how that data aligns with the intended actions of the 
proposal).  Since this entire section contains only a few broad strokes data 
points (DPS showing "greater achievement growth than any other major CO 
district" and cutting student drop-out and teacher attrition rates) and no data 
about the achievement of ELL students and/or LD students as the critical 
subsets they identify (as they enter middle school, during middle school, in 
high school), it is difficult to assess the experience of the applicant for the 
exact work they propose doing.  The Denver Plan, ProComp, SPF and Gates 
work are all impressive, but it was only this reader's familiarity with them 
that gained that understanding -- including details here would strengthen this 
section.  The section on CU Boulder and BUENO does not include data. 

 

Reader's Score: 10 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 



key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 



This section details excellent strategies that will allow for scale, including 
the development of teacher support materials that include DVD and cross-
content materials; designing ELA-focused coursework; and continuing 
efforts to scale rigorous parent support via the relationship with Padres 
Unidos.  In addition, state-wide and national LEAs will be invited to learn 
more about the applicant's success.  Some anecdotal evidence of fidelity of 
implementation is shared and per-pupil costs ($594) is scaled to 500,000 
students.  Finally, CU Boulder will engage in dissemination efforts.   

 
Weaknesses 

Further description around support for fidelity of implementation would 
enhance this section.  It would be helpful to more fully understand how 
creating a national consortium is a living and breathing resource for scaling 
such a complex set of ideas for supporting ELLs.   

 

Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Substantial evidence of strong commitment for this project is evident.  It is 
clear that DPS has already engaged in deep work with the most important 
partners (CU Boulder and Padres Unidos).  The use of teacher leaders also 
helps create a sustainable model.  It is incredibly helpful to think of the 
implementation occurring in phases.    

 
Weaknesses 

While the efforts to engage families and the commitments of DPS and 
Padres Unidos is clear, there is not enough detail to fully describe how 
family engagement will look after the funding cycle ends.  Given the key 
role of family engagement, including these details is important to 



consider.  Very little attention is paid to the financial resources that will 
maintain this project at the end of the grant cycle.  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The detailed management plan in Appendix H articulates important goals 
and key actions.  In addition, the strong leadership team from CU Boulder 
has the background in both CSR and large grants management to support this 
application's work. In addition, the DPS leadership team brings experience 
and commitment.  The applicant also recognizes the importance of project 
staff (page 35) to ensure success.   

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 



3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 



college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The entire design of the proposal is geared toward more effective teaching of 
ELL students in DPS.  The proposal details how all stakeholders will be 
engaged, and how those efforts will help reach ELL students directly and 
impact achievement. 

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/16/2010 1:16 PM    
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  13  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  13  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 26 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The studies from the Jitendra, et al. paper (presented at AERA in 2010) were 
experimental or quasi-experimental in design. In addition, they had been 
published in peer-reviewed journals. The power analysis and description of 
the HLM model were detailed and reasonable.  

 
Weaknesses 



The principal investigator for the proposed project is also the author or co-
author for all four research studies submitted as moderate evidence.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 



 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

An experimentally controlled comparison approach will be used. High-
quality data  will provide feedback and allow assessment of progress toward 
goals and outcomes. An external evaluator will design and conduct an 
independent evaluation. Sufficient funds were allotted to complete the 
evaluation effectively.  

 
Weaknesses 

It was not shown how the schools would be (randomly) selected. It was 
unclear how the external evaluator will review project impact with one of the 
sources used being the internal research evaluation. How the evaluation 
results will facilitate replication was not detailed in this section.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 



includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 



innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The studies from the Jitendra, et al. paper (presented at AERA in 2010) were 
experimental or quasi-experimental in design. In addition, they had been 
published in peer-reviewed journals. The power analysis and description of 
the HLM model were detailed and reasonable.  

 
Weaknesses 



The principal investigator for the proposed project is also the author or co-
author for all four research studies submitted as moderate evidence.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 



 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

An experimentally controlled comparison approach will be used. High-
quality data  will provide feedback and allow assessment of progress toward 
goals and outcomes. An external evaluator will design and conduct an 
independent evaluation. Sufficient funds were allotted to complete the 
evaluation effectively.  

 
Weaknesses 

It was not shown how the schools would be (randomly) selected. It was 
unclear how the external evaluator will review project impact with one of the 
sources used being the internal research evaluation. How the evaluation 
results will facilitate replication was not detailed in this section.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 



includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 



innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Competitive Preference Priority 

8—Innovations that Serve Schools in Rural LEAs.  

The project will improve teacher effectiveness and student achievement in rural schools. The 

schools in Indiana have significant numbers of rural and urban students living in poverty. In 

Indiana’s Region 9, for example, 71% of students are minorities, and 24% of students live below 

the poverty line. The schools in North Carolina serve both rural and urban student populations, 

including a high-poverty rural community with a majority African-American population and 

another composed of a transient Hispanic migrant population. 

The realities in these rural communities demonstrate the need to address systems of 

coordination to support student achievement and teacher effectiveness. The project provides rural 

teachers the opportunity for professional development using a research-based approach to 

science. The project provides an avenue toward establishing a professional learning community 

that allows for collaboration among otherwise isolated rural teachers and administrators. 

Teachers will receive instructional materials and materials support systems not often available in 

rural localities. Participation in this project creates and sustains a supply of materials and 

provides high-quality professional development to this underserved population.  
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A. Need and Project Design 

A.1 The Need for Systemic Science Education Reform  

Effective science education is, in itself, an innovation engine, and more urgently needed now 

than ever to address such major issues as climate change, international/national security, 

conservation of resources, disease epidemics, and other health threats, trade, and more.  In 

President Obama’s words, ―… we know that the nation that out-educates us today will out-

compete us tomorrow. And I don't intend to have us out-educated‖ (Obama, 2009). 

Unfortunately, decades of efforts to raise standards in science education have had only 

modest impacts in classrooms. During the past decade the amount of time students in elementary 

and middle school spend studying science has significantly declined. This lack of commitment to 

science education is reflected in student performance on national tests, which increasingly 

attempt to measure not just content knowledge, but scientific thinking. On the 2005 U.S. 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 2005), the ―Nation’s Report Card,‖ only 

29% of fourth graders, 29% of 8th graders and 18% of 12th graders nationally scored 

―proficient‖ in science (NAEP, 2005).  

Why hasn’t science education reform been successful? The answer, we believe, is that our 

education system still operates in a vacuum, in isolation from its customers, and primarily 

accountable only to government.  We need to break the vacuum seal, open communication, and 

establish mutual accountabilities between all stakeholder groups, connecting and engaging the 

formal education system with the workplace and informal learning environments.  We need to 

implement a truly systemic approach to the problem, one that engages participants at every level, 

from students and classroom teachers up through the highest levels of district, state, and national 

leadership. We need a validated ―proof of concept‖ that all elements of the system need to be 

engaged for transforming science education programs in urban, rural, and suburban communities.  
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Once validated, both private and public leaders will have critical questions answered and can 

support future expansion, thus leveraging government funding on a national dimension.  As 

Table 1 suggests, we need a paradigm shift from a traditional to a systemic approach. 

Table 1: System reform in science education 

Change Area Traditional System  Reformed System  

Leadership  

 

 

Generally top down and autocratic 

with little to no involvement of 

other stakeholder groups 

Distributive leadership team 

representing all levels of system 

and community working together 

Vision Poor awareness and knowledge of 

research and best practices 

Shared vision based on research 

and best practices 

Infrastructure  Fragmented approach to science 

education reform; infrastructure 

consistent with text-based learning 

Coherent systems in place support 

and promote reform at every level 

Curriculum and 

Teaching Materials 

Text book or teacher-developed 

instruction 

Research-based units aligned with 

standards  

Professional 

Development       

 

No long-term goals or strategic 

approach; content and pedagogy 

not integrated 

Long-term, differentiated programs 

moving teachers from novice to 

competency 

Assessment  

 

Aligned with recall of facts Tests aligned with deep conceptual 

knowledge; problem-solving  

Equipment and 

Supplies 

Teacher provided; not cost-

effective or sustained  

Centralized management and 

refurbishment; cost-efficient 

Administrative and 

Community Support 

Local administrators working 

alone; community leaders not 

involved strategically  

Diverse leadership supporting and 

sustaining research-based program; 

leveraged resources  

School-Based 

Professional 

Learning 

Teachers implementing 

instructional programs in isolation; 

principals not instructional leaders 

All staff working collaboratively to 

assess and continuously improve 

learning and teaching 

Instruction  Teaching primarily through 

lecture, text, and demonstration; 

focused on facts and memorization  

Teaching with research-based 

materials and focused on student 

understanding and use of scientific 

knowledge, ideas, and inquiry 

processes; continuous assessment. 

Student Learning  Use of traditional textbook 

Learning by memorizing  

superficial, fact-based ideas with 

limited scientific thinking or 

opportunity to apply to new 

problems 

Use of research-based instructional 

materials; learning by doing 

science; deep content knowledge 

with good ability to think 

scientifically and solve problems 
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With 25 years of experience in improving science education in the United States, the National 

Science Resources Center (NSRC) is committed to helping educators at every level make this 

shift. Unlike most education institutions and organizations that focus exclusively on one or 

another aspect of reform, such as professional development, we employ a systems approach.   

NSRC Theory of Action                     

 

Our Leadership and Assistance for Science Education Reform (LASER) model provides diverse 

leadership teams with actionable knowledge about research and best practices. Teams of 

teachers, administrators, parents, academics, museum leaders and business officials are actively 

engaged in experiences for learning how to implement a new vision of effective science learning 

and teaching that includes areas of the system that need to be in place for improving student 

achievement. The five areas include: (a) research-based instructional materials; (b) differentiated 

professional development programs that help teachers move them from novice to competency; 

(c) aligned and cognitively-demanding assessments; (d) cost-efficient and sustainable systems 
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for supplying equipment and supplies; and (e) programs for developing and maintaining support 

from educational leaders and community organizations. 

A.2 Goals and Approach 

The overarching purpose of the proposed project is to develop the capacity for full national 

scale-up of the LASER model. To this end we have identified four important goals.        

1.   First, we need to further test and refine our existing materials, including the benchmarking  

      tools we use to help leaders develop a shared vision for successful reform of science  

     education throughout their jurisdictions.  

2. Second, we want to ―stress test‖ our model in a range of sites, including high-poverty urban 

and rural schools that are known to be resistant to change.  

3. Third, we want to work with researchers to conduct a definitive study of our work, including 

a rigorous, cross-state evaluation consisting of a carefully-designed, randomized controlled 

trial complemented by multiple case studies.  

4. Finally, we want to gain a better understanding of the constellation of factors at every level 

of the system that will be critical to the success of subsequent national scale-up. 

The project will take the LASER model to three geographically and ethnically diverse 

regions of the country: Houston, Texas; Indiana, and North Carolina. The Houston Independent 

School District (HISD) serves 200,000 students, nearly 80% of whom qualify for free or reduced 

meals.  The schools in Indiana have significant numbers of rural and urban students living in 

poverty. In Indiana’s Region 9, for example, 71% of students are minorities, and 24% of students 

live below the poverty line. The schools in North Carolina serve both rural and urban student 

populations, including a high-poverty rural community with a majority African-American 

population and another composed of a transient Hispanic migrant population.  The NSRC will 

work with leaders in these sites and the urban and rural schools that have agreed to participate in 
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this important initiative to plan and implement each of the components of the LASER model. 

These are described briefly below, and in more detail in Appendix H.1a-l. 

A.2.1   Needs Analysis 

All participating schools and districts in all three sites will be invited to participate in a needs 

analysis of their science education programs. Conducted by a third-party evaluator, the needs 

analysis will consist of a set of surveys and student assessments designed to identify the degree 

to which schools have already successfully implemented high-quality science programs. The 

results will be compiled into a set of district and school-level reports. As explained in Section D, 

the evaluation team will use the results of the needs analysis to identify a set of matched pairs of 

schools, and schools within each pair will be randomly assigned to treatment and control 

conditions. Beginning in Year 2, teachers in the control schools will receive kit-based units, 

training, and site-based support (see below); training of teachers in the treatment schools will be 

delayed until Year 4. The needs analysis will be conducted annually in both treatment and 

control sites, thus providing all participating schools with an important benefit, while at the same 

time providing the evaluation team with data on infrastructure development, instructional 

strategies, and student learning in both treatment and control sites.  

A.2.1   Leadership Development, Strategic Planning, and Sustainability Strategies  

The results of the needs analysis will be discussed with participating district leaders, and will 

form the basis for a series of events aimed at building a shared vision and strategic plan for the 

reform of local science education. These events will include (a) an NSRC Awareness Building 

Conference with annual follow-up activities; (b) an NSRC Science Education Leadership 

Development and Strategic Planning Institute and Next Steps Institute; and (c) the development 

of district STEM Advisory Board with quarterly meetings to establish materials center and 
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strategies for sustaining support. These activities will engage leaders in all participating districts, 

regardless if schools are in the treatment or control group. 

A.2.3   Teacher Professional Development and Long-term Support 

Teachers in treatment schools (Grades 1-8) will receive two specialized levels of professional 

development and ongoing site-based support to implement three research-based, inquiry-oriented  

units in life, earth, and physical sciences. They will also be expected to take part in annual 

professional development workshops, with follow-up support of ongoing, site-based professional 

learning opportunities such as lesson study and the collaborative review of student work.  

Teachers in control schools will begin receiving this training and support in Year 4. 

A.2.4   Expected Outcomes 

As a result of this work, we expect to see substantial increases in participating schools’ 

capacity to deliver high-quality, inquiry-based science instruction in every classroom. This will 

include (a) a cadre of some 300 principals with substantially increased ability to promote and 

support this kind of science instruction in their classrooms; (b) more than 15,000 teachers with 

substantially increased ability to deliver this kind of instruction (as measured by classroom 

observations); and (c)—as a result of (a) and (b)—a substantial number of students becoming at 

least ―proficient‖ in science, as measured by rigorous measures such as the NAEP.  

Specifically, Table 2 shows that roughly 75% of students in Indiana, North Carolina, and 

Texas scored below proficient on the NAEP science assessment in 2005.   

Table 2: Percentage of students scoring at or above “proficient” on NAEP Science (2005) 

 Indiana North Carolina Texas 

Grade 4 27 25 25 

Grade 8 29 22 23 

Source: National Assessment of Educational Progress  
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Given that we will be working primarily in high-poverty urban and rural districts, we assume 

that the numbers in these districts will be even lower. Given also the existing evidence (Section 

B) of the impact of high-quality, inquiry-based science instruction on student achievement —

with effect sizes of as high as a full standard deviation— we think it is not unreasonable that, 

over a period of five years, participating schools will be able to help at least an additional 25% of 

students become proficient. Since some 75,000 students will be affected, of whom at least 56,000 

would be expected to be scoring below proficient, this means something on the order of 15,000 

students might move into the ―proficient‖ category.  

We also predict a substantial increase in students’ positive attitudes and perceptions about 

science and interest in science careers, thus potentially increasing the number of students seeking 

post-high school degrees and pursuing careers in the fields of science, technology, engineering 

and mathematics.  

A.3  Consistency with Research Evidence 

As documented in the following section, there is already at least modest scientific evidence 

(as defined by the What Works Clearinghouse) that inquiry-oriented science instruction, backed 

by research-based materials and ongoing professional development, leads to higher levels of 

student learning than traditional text-based instruction. There is also evidence that teachers who 

receive more intensive professional development are more likely to successfully implement this 

kind of instruction than those who don’t. We expect that the researchers will find significantly 

higher levels of learning on aligned outcome measures in the treatment schools. The combination 

of the randomized controlled trial and a series of case studies of selected treatment schools the 

evaluation team will be able to provide a detailed picture of the critical factors that tend to 

distinguish successful implementations from less successful ones.  
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B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, Magnitude of Effect 

As explained in the preceding section, the NSRC promotes science education reform at two 

levels simultaneously. We provide classroom teachers in a given site with the materials and 

professional development they need to effectively engage their students in scientific inquiry. 

Second, we work with state and district leadership on infrastructure development, focusing on 

critical success factors such as alignment of curriculum, assessment, and instruction; and 

community and university partnerships.  

From a research perspective, there are at least two important questions regarding this work: 

(1) What is the evidence that an activity-based, inquiry-oriented approach to science learning, 

combined with research-based materials and ongoing professional learning, leads to student 

mastery of the new standards?; and (2) What is the evidence that the LASER approach itself has 

been successful in helping promote systemic change? In this section we address the first 

question, arguing that there is indeed at least moderate evidence (as defined by the What Works 

Clearinghouse) that the inquiry model is effective. We address the second question in Section C. 

B.1  Strength of Research 

Table 2 summarizes a set of relevant studies, sorted in descending order of reported effect 

size. (While we do not claim that the list is comprehensive, we believe it represents the range of 

published findings reasonably well.) 
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Table 3: Representative research on the relationship between inquiry instruction and student science learning 

Study Type E.S. Notes 

Rivet & Krajcik 

(2004) 

Pre/Post 

Tests 1.36-1.61 

A longitudinal study involving 24 teachers and over 2500 students looked at pre- and post-tests over a 

period of four years for teachers using materials and professional development emphasizing ―real-

world‖ problems. There was no comparison group. 

Vanosdall, Klentschy, 

Hedges &Weisbaum 

(2007)  ED 

1.09-1.39 

 

Well-designed experiment comparing inquiry vs. textbook instruction. 24 elementary teachers 

randomly assigned to treatment and control groups, treatment teachers receiving kits and training; 

outcome measures included aligned assessment (e.s.=1.09) and standardized science test (e.s.=1.39). 

Cuevas, et al (2005) 

Pre/Post 

Tests 0.10-1.79 

Looked at the impact of activity-based intervention on science-inquiry and narrowing gaps between 

student-types. Limitation: Lack of control or comparison group. Overall effect size=1.51. 

Banilower (2007) Q-ED 0.61-1.03 

Quasi-experimental design found that students with trained teachers using inquiry-oriented materials 

made greater gains on aligned assessments than students not receiving such instruction, controlling 

for pre-test scores and student demographics. 

 Ferguson (2009) Q-ED .374 

Quasi-experimental design with teachers in three treatment schools (N=88) receiving kits, training, 

and ongoing activities to promote formation of a ―professional learning community;‖ and three 

comparison schools where teachers (N=110) received the kits and written instructions, but not the 

targeted professional development. Students of treatment teachers gained more on pre-post content 

test than those of control teachers. 

Bredderman (1983) 

Meta-

analysis 0.35 

Summary of research on three major activity-based science programs, comparing outcomes for 

textbook-based programs; larger mean effects with aligned assessments, process skills. 

Shymansky et al. 

(1990) 

Meta-

analysis 0.30 

Summary of research on ―post-Sputnik‖ looked at activity-based vs. textbook-based material. The 

study included ―poorly controlled‖ quasi-experiments and small number of randomized experiments. 

Ruby (2006) Q-ED 0.20 

Quasi-experiment involving a science curriculum using NSF-supported materials, teacher 

development, and peer coaches. Researchers compared cohort of 3 middle schools (treatment), from 

end-of-fourth through 7
th

 grade, with 3 matched control schools and 23 district middle schools. 

Young & Lee (2005) Q-ED N.S. 

Compared achievement of students in districts using kit-based science supported by extensive 

professional development with achievement in districts that using traditional materials without 

intensive professional development. No significant differences in achievement; however, classrooms 

with kits scored significantly higher than those without kits. Classrooms without kits spent more time 

on broader topics, while kit-based classrooms covered fewer topics, but in more depth. 
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As can be seen, these findings range considerably. Arguably the most important study is 

Vanosdall, Klentschy, Hedges & Weisbaum (2007). This was a well-designed experiment 

comparing ―scaffolded guided inquiry‖ with traditional textbook instruction. A total of 24 

elementary teachers were assigned to treatment and control groups, with treatment teachers 

receiving kits and training. Students receiving inquiry-based instruction outperformed students in 

control classrooms on a curriculum-based assessment (e.s.=1.09) and a standardized science test 

(e.s. =1.39).  

In another important study, using a quasi-experimental design, Banilower (2007) found that 

students with trained teachers using inquiry-oriented materials made greater gains on aligned 

assessments than students not receiving such instruction, controlling for pre-test scores and 

student demographics. Effect sizes for the various components of the assessments ranged from 

0.61 to 1.03.  

In another quasi-experimental study, Ferguson (2009) looked at teachers (N=88) in three 

treatment schools receiving kits, training, and ongoing activities designed to promote formation 

of a ―professional learning community;‖ and three comparison schools where teachers (N=110) 

received the kits and written instructions, but not the targeted professional development. 

Treatment students gained more on pre-post content test than controls (e.s. =.374).  

In a summary of research comparing three major activity-based science programs with 

outcomes for textbook-based programs, Bredderman (1983) found an overall mean effect size of 

.35, with larger mean effects for aligned assessments and process skills. In a summary of 

research on ―post-Sputnik‖ science instruction, Shymansky, Hedges, & Woodworth (1990) 

looked at activity-based vs. textbook-based materials and found an average effect size of .30.  
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B.2   Estimated Magnitude of Effect 

In short , research findings regarding the relationship between professional development, 

inquiry-based science, and student science learning are mixed, ranging from studies that detected 

no effect to those reporting effect sizes of more than one standard deviation—a large effect in 

educational research. For the studies we looked at that reported statistically significant findings 

and used at least a quasi-experimental design, effect sizes were in the range 0.20-1.39, i.e., 

―small‖ to ―large.‖ Here we must also acknowledge the ―file drawer problem,‖ i.e., the tendency 

for researchers not to publish non-significant results, meaning that the true effect could be lower 

than that estimated by the mean of reported studies (Rosenthal, 1979). That said, we believe that 

the true effect of this type of instruction is more likely to be toward the upper end than the lower 

end of the reported range. Our reasoning is based on common sense: If the expected outcome is 

that students will be ultimately be able to do science, and think scientifically, then it stands to 

reason that instruction that engages them in scientific inquiry is more likely to have the intended 

outcome than instruction that does not, as reported in the small number of well-designed studies 

that detected medium to large effects (e.g., Vanosdall, Klentschy, Hedges & Weisbaum, 2007; 

Banilower, 2007). Similarly, given the relative difficulty of organizing inquiry-based science 

instruction in the classroom (as opposed to teaching from a textbook), it also stands to reason 

that teachers require intensive professional development and support, and that when they receive 

it, their ability to deliver inquiry-based science instruction will increase. 

Since the proposed initiative is large-scale and systemic, designed to promote change at 

every level of the system in three diverse regions of the United States, there is reason to believe 

the overall magnitude of the effect will be substantial. Given our prior work in this field, we have 

every reason to believe that we can be successful. This is the subject of the following section.   
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C.  NSRC Experience 

The NSRC was founded in 1985 by the Smithsonian Institution and the National Academies 

of Science, Engineering and the Institute of Medicine to ensure that every student in the United 

States has access to high quality science education. In accordance with this mission, the NSRC has 

successfully directed five major multi-year, multi-million dollar initiatives during the past two 

decades.  All projects involved numerous sites, hundreds of leaders, and the need to form and 

sustain dozens of strategic partnerships with schools, districts, academic institutions, 

corporations, foundation, government agencies, and museums. The added value of NSRC 

products and services, including impact on student achievement, has been confirmed by studies 

conducted by independent evaluators and corporations and foundations that have invested in the 

NSRC for more than two decades. See Appendix H.3.e for additional information. 

C.1   NSRC Past Performance in Implementing Complex, Long-Term Projects 

In 1997, the NSRC launched the Leadership and Assistance for Science Education Reform 

(LASER) Center, a $13 million, seven-year initiative supported by NSF and numerous 

corporations and foundations. The LASER Center was unique in that the NSRC began working 

with diverse regions and states to develop another level of expertise needed to work effectively 

with all levels of the education system.   

The LASER model has now been implemented in numerous regions and states, including 

Alabama, southern California, Delaware, regions of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, northern New 

Mexico, Rhode Island, and Washington State.  Self sustaining, statewide LASER projects in 

Pennsylvania (ASSET, Inc.), Alabama (AMSTI), Washington State (Washington LASER), and 

Delaware (Delaware Science Coalition) were all started through the NSRC’s NSF-funded 

LASER grant consisting of eight regional sites in 1997. Of those original LASER sites, four have 

scaled statewide and have student achievement data supporting the impact of the LASER model.  
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In all of these cases, the NSRC has consistently demonstrated an ability to form strategic 

regional partnerships leveraging local education agencies, institutes of higher education, other 

non-profit agencies, businesses and state leaders to implement and sustain the LASER model of 

science education reform for a decade or longer. Self sustaining, statewide LASER projects in 

Pennsylvania (ASSET, Inc.), Alabama (AMSTI), Washington State (Washington LASER), and 

Delaware (Delaware Science Coalition) were all started through the NSRC’s NSF-funded 

LASER grant consisting of eight regional sites in 1997. Of those original LASER sites, four have 

scaled statewide and have student achievement data supporting the impact of the LASER model.  

As a result of the leadership development programs the NSRC has conducted over the past 

two decades, thousands of leaders representing more than 1500 districts are now implementing 

systemic reform programs for millions of students. These districts represent 30% of the U.S. 

student population.  

C.2   Impact on Student Achievement 

Studies and independent evaluations of LASER demonstrate its effectiveness in various 

states and school districts and impact on teacher competency and student achievement. Two 

evaluations stand out among the state and regional case studies of LASER: Washington State and 

Pennsylvania. In 2008-2009, third-party evaluators looked at the impact of Washington State’s 

LASER program on student achievement. The study found that inquiry-based science 

instructional materials (in this case STC) coupled with aligned teacher professional development 

was a ―small but significant predictor‖ of a school’s student achievement on the Washington 

Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) at grades 5 and 8 (RMC Research Corporation, 

2010:10). 

Under the leadership of Pittsburgh-based ASSET (Achieving Student Success through 

Excellence in Teaching) Inc., a nonprofit educational leadership group, 164 school districts, 
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charter and private schools throughout Pennsylvania (ASSET, 2008-09) have followed the 

NSRC LASER model for science education reform. A 2010 independent evaluation of an 

ASSET spin-off program, ―Science: It’s Elementary‖ conducted by Horizon Research, Inc., 

focused on 4
th

 graders in 50 school districts. The evaluation confirmed that students who 

participated in the STC inquiry-based science education program ―significantly outperformed 

their peers on the Pennsylvania School System Assessments (PSSA scoring ―significantly higher 

than students in demographically similar comparison schools‖ (Horizon Research, Inc., 2010, 

ASSET Results Report). 

This pattern of improved student achievement using the NSRC LASER model was confirmed 

in two randomized experiments conducted in California’s El Centro Unified School District, a 

―geographically isolated rural area having an economically disadvantaged student population 

with a large proportion of English language learners.‖ As cited in Section B, these studies 

concluded that ―scaffolded guided-inquiry used in conjunction with kit-based materials 

dramatically improved fifth grade science achievement compared to either text-based instruction 

or instruction using kit-based materials alone‖ (Vanosdall, Klentschy, Hedges and Weisbaum, 

2007:19).  In short, the NSRC experience in developing a model for systemic science education 

reform, LASER, shows promising results in improving student achievement in science for 

students from kindergarten through 8
th

 grade. The case studies and experimental research 

analyses justify proceeding to the large-scale, cross-state validation study described in the next 

section. 
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D. Evaluation Plan 

The proposed study will employ a carefully-designed, randomized controlled trial (RCT) 

complemented by multiple case studies (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Yin, 2003). The RCT will involve 

a carefully selected sample of the full population of participating schools in Houston, Indiana, 

and North Carolina, consisting of approximately 100 schools, 600 teachers, and 9,000 students. 

The RCT will allow the researchers to test the causal relationship between inquiry-based science 

instruction and student science learning. The case studies will provide vertical slices through a 

sub-sample of approximately 30 treatment schools, providing a rich, contextualized picture of the 

individual and intermeshed experiences of students, teachers, and instructional leaders as they 

engage in the reform process. Cross-case, collaborative analysis by multiple researchers will be 

used to test propositions, triangulate data sources and analyses, identify generalizable patterns 

and themes, and assure trustworthiness of findings (Baxter & Jack, Knafl & Breitmayer, 1989).  

Figure 1: Mixed methods evaluation design combining RCT with multiple case studies 

Note: Rx= treatment; C=control; shading represents relative data density. 

This design will allow the researchers to test causation and also look at causal mechanisms 

and factors affecting variation in outcomes within both the treatment and control groups 

(Chatterji, 2004; Feur et al., 2002; Maxwell, 2004; Rudd & Johnson, 2008; Stufflebeam, 1983). 

This understanding of critical success factors will be essential to subsequent national scale-up.  

 Multiple Case-Study Analysis 

Levels Case 1   Case 2   Case 3   Case N 

National  Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 Site 8 Site 9 Site N 

State           

District            

School  
Rx           

C Randomized Controlled Trial 
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D.1 The Randomized Control Trial (RCT) 

The RCT will test the following two research-supported hypotheses: (1) Teachers who 

receive intensive professional development in high-quality, inquiry-based science instruction are 

more likely to provide this type of instruction in their classrooms than similar teachers in similar 

schools who do not receive this kind of professional development; and (2) Students who receive 

high-quality, inquiry-based science instruction are more likely to score higher on tests of science 

learning than similar students in similar schools who do not receive such instruction. 

D 1.1   Needs Analysis, Site Recruitment, and Randomization  

The NSRC is in the process of recruiting implementation partners in Houston, Indiana, and 

North Carolina to participate in the RCT. To facilitate data collection and gain cooperation (see 

Cook, 2002; Rudd & Johnson, 2008), potential sites will be invited to take part in an annual 

needs analysis of their science programs. The needs analysis will pull together data from a 

combination of teacher surveys, a leadership survey, scores on standardized tests, and 

customized, curriculum-based assessments of student science learning. Data from these sources 

will be compiled into a series of annual needs analysis reports, which will be provided free of 

charge to each participating district and school.  

Needs analysis data gathered in Spring 2011 will be used to identify a set of matched pairs of 

approximately 100 schools. Schools will be matched on factors such as grade levels taught, prior 

student performance on tests of science learning, geographic context (e.g., urban vs. rural), SES, 

and the extent to which inquiry-based science learning is already established at the school. These 

data will be used to create quantified school profile scores, constructed from values of the 

intervening variables weighted in accordance with evidence-based estimates of their relative 

impact on student science learning. The matched pairs of schools will then be randomly assigned 

to treatment and control conditions. Over a period of three years, the NSRC will engage science 
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teachers in the treatment schools in a process of intensive professional development in the use of 

inquiry-based science instruction. Teachers in the control schools will not receive this kind of 

professional development from NSRC, but will not be prevented from receiving it elsewhere. 

Site visits to randomly selected treatment and control schools will be used to measure the extent 

to which teachers in these schools engage students in high-quality inquiry-based science 

instruction. The curriculum-based science assessments, combined with the results of 

standardized tests, will be used to measure student science learning in both treatment and control 

sites.  

D 1.2   Power Analysis to Determine Sample Size 

 The decision to use 100 schools in the RCT is based partly on a power analysis (Liu, 

Spybrook, Congdon, Martinez, & Raudenbush, 2009) to determine the minimum number of 

schools required to detect an effect size of 0.25 at p <.05, which the What Works Clearinghouse 

considers the minimum that is ―substantively important‖ (U.S. Department of Education, 2008). 

The power analysis was based on an estimate of 90 students per school (i.e., 30 students per 

grade for three grade levels per school). It was assumed that 12 percent of the variation in student 

outcomes would be accounted for by clustering at the school level, and 88 percent at the 

individual student level, meaning the ICC (i.e., intra-class correlation or variance explained at 

the school level) is estimated to be 0.12. This 0.12 estimate was based on the average variance 

explained by schools in the study by Taylor, Pearson, Peterson, and Rodriguez (2004) on the 

effects of teacher professional development on three literacy outcomes.  From this, an optimal 

minimum total sample size for schools in a three-level longitudinal Hierarchical Linear Model 

analysis would be 69 for a 0.25 effect size and power of .80, with 35 schools in the treatment 

group and 34 in the control group. To protect against the likely attrition of schools and students, 

the researchers have set an arbitrary goal of 100 schools in the RCT, 50 treatment and 50 control.  
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D 1.3  Analysis of RCT Data 

The researchers will use multiple Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) analyses to test both 

hypotheses (page 17). To evaluate the impact of NSRC’s professional development on classroom 

instruction, a two-level model will be used (i.e., teachers (Level 1) nested within schools (Level 

2)), incorporating relevant data at both the teacher level (e.g., teacher self-reported comfort with 

inquiry based instruction) and the school level (e.g., school-level reports of perceived level of 

district support and the extent to which the school has already implemented an inquiry-oriented 

approach) to gain a more clear picture of the impact of the intervention, controlling for the 

effects of these teacher and school level factors. For each of the three years of the study, results 

from classroom observations in treatment and control schools will be evaluated as the outcome to 

determine any differences in the use of inquiry based instruction between the two teacher groups.  

To evaluate the outcomes for the second research question, a series of longitudinal HLM 

analyses as well as correlational analyses will be conducted. These will include multiple longitudinal 

analyses of student learning using a customized curriculum-based measure and local standardized 

tests. Finally, three sets of correlational analyses will be carried out for each of the three sites 

(Indiana, North Carolina, and Houston) to determine the strength of the relationship between scores 

on the customized NSRC assessment and each state’s own assessment where the two assessments 

were administered at the same grade level.  

D.2    Collection of Implementation Data and Feedback to Program Staff 

Beginning in 2011-2012, results of the ongoing survey data, assessments of student and 

teacher learning, and results of observations of classroom instruction and professional 

development sessions will be compiled into a series of bi-annual (semester) project reports. 

These reports will also include progress indicators (such as estimates of the numbers of 

instructional leaders, teachers, and students affected and the magnitude of these effects), and will 
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also identify areas of strength and challenge, with evidence-based recommendations for NSRC 

program staff. These interim reports will also be provided to U.S. Department of Education 

program staff and will serve as evidence of progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  

D.3   Multiple Case Studies: Identification of Key Elements and Interactions 

Findings from the RCT will allow our researchers to test causal relationships between the 

professional development provided by the NSRC, levels of inquiry-based science instruction at 

the school sites, and student science learning; however, the RCT alone will not provide the 

deeper understanding of causal relationships and contextual factors that the NSRC will need as it 

prepares for replication and national scale-up. The researchers will therefore complement the 

RCT with a multiple case study approach (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Yin, 2003) that will allow them 

to examine the embedded and inter-related experiences of individual teachers and instructional 

leaders within schools, districts, and states. Cross-case, collaborative analysis by multiple 

researchers will be used to test propositions, triangulate data sources and analyses, identify 

generalizable patterns and themes, and assure trustworthiness (validity) of findings (Baxter & 

Jack, Knafl & Breitmayer, 1989). Given the intention of national scale-up, generalizability of 

findings is especially important in this situation.  

D 3.1  Selection of Case Study Schools 

 Case study schools will be selected during the academic year 2011-2012, once sufficient 

data has been collected to identify suitable sites. Because the primary interest will be in the 

success of the NSRC intervention, case studies will be developed only for treatment schools. The 

primary consideration will be to select cases that (a) represent a range of contexts (e.g., large 

urban districts as well as small rural ones; elementary schools and middle schools; schools with 

single science teachers, multiple science teachers, etc.); and (b) represent both unusually 
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successful and less successful implementations. (A secondary consideration will be how 

accessible the site is to site researchers.)  

Table 4 shows a possible sampling design involving a total of 36 cases, representing 

contrasting pairs of successful and less successful implementations in nine different contexts 

(e.g., a K-5 school in a large urban district with a single science teacher, a K-5 school in a small 

rural district with a single science teacher, etc.).  

Table 4: Tentative sampling design for case study selection 

District: Large urban district Medium-sized district Small rural district 

Grade level: K-5 6-8 K-5 6-8 K-5 6-8 

#Science 

teachers: 
1 >1  >1 1 >1  >1 1 >1  >1 

Success: + - + -   + - + - + -   + - + - + -   + - 

N (Total=36): 2 2 2 2   2 2 2 2 2 2   2 2 2 2 2 2   2 2 

Note: Shaded cells represent no expected instances. 

D 3.2  Case Study Data Collection 

Tentatively, data for the case studies will be collected by the same site researchers who 

conduct the site visits in conjunction with the RCT. To supplement the needs analysis data and 

the data collected on these visits (classroom observations¸ interviews with teachers and 

instructional leaders, etc.), the site researchers will seek to engage selected teachers and 

instructional leaders at study sites in ongoing email correspondence.   

D 3.3  Organization and Analysis of Case Study Data 

Case study data will be organized in categories following an emerging classification scheme 

informed by the initial conceptual framework (as described above), and developed jointly by the 

site researchers, their mentors, and the lead evaluators. For example, categories may include 

―professional development experiences,‖ ―teacher collaboration,‖ ―scheduling issues‖ and so 

forth. A common database organized around these categories will be housed on a secure server 
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and made available to all members of the research team. Developing a common set of categories 

will allow cross-site analysis of cases. 

D 3.4  Reporting of Case Study Data 

Working under the direction of local mentors, the site researchers will draft their own case 

studies, following guidelines developed collectively by the research team as a group. The basic 

structure will be that of a longitudinal narrative, i.e., each case will tell the story of the 

experiences of teachers, students, and instructional leaders, both individual and collective, over 

the course of the core three-year study. Site researchers, their mentors, and the lead evaluators 

will meet periodically to share these developing stories and discuss emerging cross-cutting 

patterns and themes. In Year 5, the multiple case studies will be merged into a single report, 

which will also report findings from the RCT.  

D.4.  Resources for Program Evaluation 

The evaluation will be led by researchers at the Center for Research and Educational Policy 

(CREP), who intend to work in close collaboration with colleagues at the Texas Institute for 

Measurement, Evaluation, and Statistics (TIMES), University of Houston; the Center for Urban 

and Multicultural Education (CUME), Indiana University; and the SERVE Center, University of 

North Carolina (Greensboro).  

Figure 2: Organization of the Evaluation Team 

Center for Research in 

Educational Policy (CREP) 

University of Memphis 

SERVE Center 
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As explained below, the combined resources of this evaluation team would be more than 

adequate to the needs of the ambitious study proposed above. These combined resources include: 

(a) extensive experience with large, state- and district-level evaluations, including well-designed 

studies of inquiry-based science instruction; (b) highly-trained statisticians with experience using 

HLM and other sophisticated techniques to analyze the results of experiments and quasi-

experimental designs; (c) systems for conducting and reporting the results of large-scale online 

surveys; (d) access to graduate students, STEM faculty, and other university resources; and (d) 

extensive local experience working with schools on the ground in Houston, Indiana, and North 

Carolina.  

D 4.1   The Center for Research in Educational Policy (CREP) 

Established in 1989, CREP is an independent research and evaluation unit within the College 

of Education, University of Memphis. CREP currently employs a staff of nearly 40 trained 

researchers, practitioners, and research assistants. CREP is well positioned to carry out the 

planned evaluation. Qualifications include: (a) extensive experience carrying out large-scale 

evaluations of federally-funded programs in over 20 states, including evaluations of 

Supplementary Educational Services (SES) in IL, MD, NV, and LA; (b) a state-of-the art online 

data collection and reporting system; (c) a fully-staffed statistics department with extensive 

experience managing and analyzing large data sets using a range of tools from simple t-tests to 

Hierarchal Linear Modeling (HLM); (d) experience running quasi-experimental and Randomized 

Control Trials (RCTs); (e) extensive experience conducting and managing site-based research in 

hundreds of schools throughout the United States. 

D 4.2  SERVE Center (University of North Carolina at Greensboro) 

The SERVE Center at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro is a university based 

research, development, dissemination, evaluation, and technical assistance center. Funded by the 
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U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences, the SERVE Center operates 

REL-Southeast. The Center is currently engaged in two large-scale RCTs focusing on the 

effectiveness of interventions seeking to improve teaching and learning in mathematics and 

science, and kindergarten vocabulary development.  

D 4.3  The Texas Institute for Measurement, Evaluation, and Statistics (TIMES)  

Founded in 1986, TIMES is a university-wide research center at the University of Houston, 

with a mission of conducting basic research on cognitive and psychological processes related to 

student learning, developing and testing educational interventions, testing them at scale, 

developing guidelines for practitioners, and working in the policy arena to develop federal, state, 

and local policy that is supported from the research. TIMES staff have extensive experience 

working in Houston Independent School District. 

D 4.4  The Center for Urban and Multicultural Education (CUME) 

Founded at Indiana University in 1979, The Center for Urban and Multicultural Education 

(CUME) has extensive experience facilitating evaluations, including evaluations of statewide 

programs such as Indiana Twenty-first Century Scholars, International Education in Indiana, and 

the New Tech High School Initiative in Indiana. CUME’s expertise lies particularly in 

conducting evaluations of educational reforms in diverse school settings. CUME has an 

extensive training infrastructure for graduate students, including seminars on conducting 

observations, interviews, using research software such as SPSS and NVIVO, and report writing.  

D.5   Evaluator Independence 

CREP has no prior history with the NSRC and has no vested interest in the outcome of the 

study, other than a firm commitment to identifying what works best for teachers and children. 

CREP and its evaluation partners will work in close collaboration with the NSRC, and will 

provide us with the results of formative evaluations, so as to ensure timely feedback to the 
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implementation team. In the interest of strengthening reliability and validity of findings, draft 

versions of interim and summative reports will be shared with NSRC staff and selected project 

participants (e.g., instructional leaders at the case study sites). However, CREP and its evaluation 

partners will make final judgments, and it is agreed that CREP itself will assume final, 

independent responsibility for the quality of the research and the research findings. 
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E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

E.1  Total Number of Students and Project Impact 

This project seeks to transform science teaching and learning in approximately 300 schools 

across a variety of communities and student populations in the three regional sites of Houston, 

Indiana, and North Carolina. It will impact 75,000 students in Grades 1-8, 3000 teachers, and 

300 principals. The NSRC has the capability and experience to manage the scale of this project 

based on prior experiences in simultaneously scaling eight regional sites under a five-year 

National Science Foundation Grant from 1997–2002.  This project will allow us to take our 

shared vision of science education to scale in each region while contributing to the research 

validating the impact of the LASER model.  

E.2  NSRC Capacity 

Through its parent institutions, the Smithsonian Institution and the National Academies, the 

NSRC will bring expertise, resources, prestige, and credibility to the effort. Moreover, the NSRC 

itself has the organizational capacity to bring this project to scale through highly qualified and 

experienced staff, a national network of hundreds of experienced professionals, a distinguished 

National Advisory Board, and the NSRC i3 Advisory Board. 

E.2.1  Senior NSRC Leadership 

The NSRC has 20 employees who oversee a national network of hundreds of professionals 

and consultants specialized in science and education to efficiently deliver its products and 

services. Our three top managers have a collective 50 years of experience managing projects of 

$10 million or larger in scale. The NSRC is governed by a five-member senior team from the 

Smithsonian Institution and the National Academies in cooperation with the Executive Director.  
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E.2.2  Key Project Staffing  

Principal Investigators 

Sally Goetz Shuler, Executive Director, National Science Resources Center 

David Marsland, Director of Professional Development, National Science Resources Center 

Thomas Emrick, Deputy Executive Director, National Science Resources Center 

Karen Collias, Deputy Director, National Science Resources Center 

Donald Morrison, Senior Researcher, Center for Research in Educational Policy 

Regional Site Directors 

 Regional Site Directors for this Project are as follows: (1) North Carolina: Sam Houston, 

President and Chief Executive Officer for the North Carolina Science, Mathematics, and 

Technology Education Center; (2) Indiana:  William S. Walker, Executive Director for the 

Indiana Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics Resource Network;  and (3) 

Houston: Tracy Weeden, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Curriculum, Instruction and 

Assessment for the Houston Independent School District.   

Regional Site Managers (Based at NSRC)  

Regional Site Managers will be responsible for managing the project to insure they are 

meeting timelines, goals, and objectives and within budget. Responsibilities will include working 

with the Regional Site Director, Regional Site Coordinators, the NSRC, and program evaluators 

to plan, organize, implement and evaluate the project.  

Regional Site Coordinators (Based at Regional Site)  

Each site will have a dedicated coordinator to work with the local school district 

administrators, teachers, and other partners needed to accomplish project goals.  A major 

responsibility will be to work collaboratively with the NSRC team to organize and implement the 
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comprehensive program development program of workshops and other related activities for more 

than 3,000 teachers at the three sites. 

Financial Resources 

The NSRC is an organization of two prestigious scientific institutions, the National 

Academies and the Smithsonian, both of which are non-profits.  The NSRC is a robust and 

financially healthy organization with a strategic business plan supported by multiple funding 

sources including corporate gifts; government and non-government grants; contracts; fees 

provided for program services; royalties and fees from the sale of publications; and interest from 

two quasi-endowments.  Through its work, the NSRC has served as a model for how to obtain 

significant resources from multiple sources to sustain and scale strategic programs with 

measurable impacts. 

E.3   Feasibility of Project Replication 

The continuation and replication of the project is an embedded objective within the LASER 

model. Creating regional advisory boards, building corporate awareness and support for science 

education, building local capacity to deliver teacher professional development and strategic 

planning institutes, establishing science instructional materials distribution centers and other 

objectives of the project will insure that the work of the project continues after the grant period 

has ended.  
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E.4 Estimated Per-Student Project Costs 

The following costs in Table 5 represent an average cost of $122 per student for validating 

the impact of the LASER model over a five-year period. For a total cost of $30,697,329, this 

project will impact 75,000 students in Grades 1-8, 3000 teachers, and 300 principals. The costs 

in Table 6 represent an estimate of the costs to scale the project to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 

500,000 students respectively. 

Table 5 

Total Costs for the Proposed Validation Project 

 

 Year  

One  

 Year  

Two  
 Year Three  

 Year  

Four  

 Year  

Five  
 Total  

Cost Per  

Year $4,208,609 $4,805,928 $5,853,414 $9,084,214 $6,745,164 $30,697,329 

Number 

of 

Students 37,500 37,500 37,500 75,000 75,000   

Cost Per 

Student  $112   $128   $156   $121   $90   

 

 

Table 6 

Per Student Costs for Scale Up Project 

 (Assumptions: Large-Scale Research and Evaluation is not included) 

 

 Year  

One  

 Year  

Two  
 Year Three  

 Year  

Four  

 Year  

Five  

100,000 Student Scale Up 

Cost Per 

Student  $98   $128   $156   $191   $163  

250,000 Student Scale Up  

Cost Per 

Student  $98   $128   $156   $191   $163  

500,000 Student Scale Up  

Cost Per 

Student  $98   $128   $156   $191   $163  
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E.5 Project Dissemination to Support Development, Expansion and Replication 

Working in collaboration with project partners and using the resources of the Smithsonian 

Institution, we plan to leverage technology such as websites to disseminate the work of project. 

Our plans include several interactive components supported by existing digital resources of the 

Smithsonian Institution, including webinars, online discussion groups, and a new feature, online 

curriculum showcases, to reinforce onsite conferences and project implementation. We plan to 

begin providing these services by the first quarter of Year 2.  

In addition, both during and after the grant period, the NSRC will provide traditional 

published materials – brochures, newsletters, project updates, research findings, school and 

classroom models – to be disseminated through NSRC meetings, Smithsonian Institutes, 

National Academies events, professional conferences, professional teacher organizations, and 

state science education action committees. Online versions will be made available to the public 

through the project and partner websites. The NSRC will conduct presentations on the project at 

a variety of venues.  

Finally, in collaboration with its evaluation partners, the Center for Research in Educational 

Policy will prepare annual project reports and one or more summative reports. Findings will also 

be summarized in academic papers, submitted for publication in peer-reviewed academic 

journals, and presented at appropriate conferences. 
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F. Sustainability 

It is our intention to use Validation Grant funding to prepare for a scale-up of our activities, 

so that the NSRC becomes truly national in scope, reaching every state and region of the country, 

and helping to improve the quality of science education for every young person in the United 

States. As we argue in this section, the NSRC has already established a strong foundation for 

continuing scale-up, which will continue to grow during and beyond the period of funding.  

F.1  Resources and Stakeholder Support 

The prospects for project sustainability are strengthened by the existing LASER 

infrastructure, which is an outgrowth of the work of the NSRC over the past 25 years. The 

LASER model directly supports ongoing project sustainability through its emphasis on engaging 

leaders to garner community, government, and business support for reform. 

F.1.1  Instructional Materials  

The STC® Program instructional materials and kits, which will be used in this project for 

targeted schools in Grades 1-8, are research-based curricula that have been developed and 

refined according to principles of inquiry-based learning. The NSRC will provide selected 

schools with the instructional materials and kits for the duration of the grant. In addition, the 

NSRC has already developed an infrastructure to update materials and refurbish kits that will 

enable schools to continue using the instructional material packages. 

F.1.2   Differentiated professional development for teachers  

Districts and schools implementing comprehensive science education reform find 

professional development to be an essential part of sustainability (Dietz: 2000). The 

differentiated professional development called for in the LASER model centers around the need 

for intensive and sustained training of both teachers and administrators to build content 

knowledge and pedagogical expertise. The NSRC has cultivated a national network of hundreds 
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of professionals representing education, business, and government who are trained in delivering 

LASER professional development programs. This network will be used to help build capacity in 

the regions for this project.  

F.1.3  Materials support systems  

Regional materials support centers systemically buttress the continued use of STC® Program 

instructional materials by project schools. Instructional materials and kits will be supplied to 

teachers participating in levels one and two professional development. Refurbishment and 

replacement of consumable materials will be provided by materials resource centers through 

project partnerships. We will leverage existing materials support centers such as located in 

Indiana (Encouraging Technology and Hands on Science (ETHOS)) and in North Carolina 

(Duke University Center for Inquiry-based Learning (CIBL)) and the Hollingsworth Science 

Center in Houston. These centers are the building blocks of state infrastructures, which will be 

strengthened by the planning and support activities embedded in LASER strategic planning 

institutes scheduled for each year of the five-year grant cycle.  

F.1.4   Administrative and community involvement  

The primary stakeholders in the project: the NSRC, the Houston Independent School District, 

the Indiana Science Technology Engineering and Mathematics Resource Network (I-STEM), 

and the North Carolina Science, Mathematics and Technology Education Center will form the 

center of a web of stakeholders from government, higher education, business, and local 

communities. Shell Oil Company is involved with the Houston School District and has indicated 

that support for an i3 project would leverage investments in Houston. In Indiana, for example, 

the Indiana Department of Education, Purdue University, and Indiana University Purdue 

University at Indianapolis (IUPUI) are already actively involved in the project. A major 

infrastructure-building goal in Indiana is the involvement of local chambers of commerce. The 
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North Carolina Science, Mathematics and Technology Education Center is already working 

closely with the Burroughs-Wellcome Fund and Duke University. One of our goals in North 

Carolina is to integrate the North Carolina Department of Education in to this project, as well as 

recruit interested leaders of local chambers of commerce. 

F.2   Potential for Sustaining the Project beyond the Grant Period 

Sustainability is an embedded goal of the LASER model, which will be addressed throughout 

the duration of this project. When the five-year grant has ended, the research data gathered from 

this project will be disseminated to support the continued implementation and scale-up of 

LASER in Houston, Indiana, and North Carolina. From the first year of the project, building 

administrative and community support is a primary activity to create a diverse leadership and 

funding base. Establishing regional advisory boards to support science education in these 

communities, having awareness events to garner corporate support, and continuously engaging 

administrators, corporate leaders and institutions of informal education and higher learning in the 

strategic planning process are ways to support the project beyond the grant period. 
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G.  Management Plan 

G.1   Management Plan 

The NSRC will coordinate and manage the project in close cooperation with our external 

evaluator—the Center for Research in Educational Policy (CREP) at the University of 

Memphis—and with the three site directors. The NSRC, CREP, and the three site directors all 

have a strong record working with districts, schools, and teachers. The project will be overseen 

by an experienced, external Advisory Board who will provide counsel on the management and 

organizational issues required to implement and sustain this important work. Advisors include 

teachers, principals, superintendents, a state chief, a governor, and three states with statewide 

experience in scaling LASER, corporate organizations representing every economic sector, and 

senior executives from diverse industries with strong scaling experience.  

Figure 3: Project Organization 

  

             NSRC 

The Smithsonian National Academies 

I3 Advisory Board CREP  

Site Director (TX) Site Director (IN) Site Director (NC) 
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Table 7 outlines the roles and responsibilities of the NSRC and its partner organizations, and 

Table 8 shows a timeline for project milestones. 

Table 7:  Roles and Responsibilities  

 

NSRC Responsibilities  

1. Provide overall project management responsibility  

2. Act as the primary fiscal agent for the project 

3. Provide staff to execute the project 

4. Deliver portfolio of services for planning and implementing research-based instructional 

programs to each site. 

5. Work strategically with the evaluator and each individual site to monitor the design and 

execution of the research plan. 

6. Develop infrastructure for program sustainability 

a. Build an advisory board for each site  

b. Assist each site in developing and updating a strategic plan  

c. Assist in the development of partnerships to ensure effectiveness and sustainability. 

CREP Responsibilities  

1. Lead the evaluation effort. 

2. Establish a common set of instruments and protocols with partners. 

3. Work with evaluation partners to conduct surveys and local observations of classrooms and 

professional development sessions. 

4. Create sets of matched pairs of teachers and classes and make random assignments. 

5. Perform pre- and post-tests for students in both treatment and control sites, and compare pre- 

and post-treatment gains and longitudinal gains. 

6. Assess any school district- and state-level gains in student achievement (e.g. beyond the 

focal sites), and collect qualitative and quantitative data on the infrastructure development, 

professional learning, and other variables of interest for each of the implementation partners. 

7. Prepare and disseminate evaluation reports. 

Schools and Regional Site Responsibilities for Texas, Indiana, and North Carolina 

1. Schools and Teachers:  Work collaboratively with partners to implement all components of 

the project defined in the proposal and supplementary materials. . 

2. Regions:  Appoint a Site Director who will ensure that participants engage in required 

activities needed to accomplish project goals. 

3. Regions:  Provide office space and relevant office equipment for the Regional Site 

Coordinator, who will work manage the program on-site. 

4. Regions:  Work with the NSRC to obtain a minimum of $1.5 million ($300,000 per year) in 

matching funds from the private sector 
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Table 8: Project Timeline and Milestones 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

NSRC Activities F W Sp Su F W Sp Su F W Sp Su F W Sp Su F W Sp Su 

Site Strategic Planning and SWOT                     

Awareness Conference (T)                     

Site Advisory Board Meetings                     

Strategic Planning Institute (T)                     

Level One PD Workshops (T)                     

Implementation of Unit A (T)                     

School-Based PLCs meet (T)                     

PLC Workshop (T)                     

Next Steps Institute (T)                     

Implementation of Unit B (T)                     

Level Two PD Workshops (T)                     

Implementation of Unit C (T)                     

Awareness Conference (C)                     

Strategic Planning Institute (C)                     
Level One PD Workshop (C)                     
Implementation of Unit A (C)                     
Implementation of Unit D Grades 6-8 (T)                     

School-Based PLCs meet (C)                     

PLC Workshop (T)                     
Next Steps Institute (C)                     

Evaluation Activities                     

Instrument Development                     

Needs Analysis                      

Site Selection                     

Pre-Post Testing                     

Site Visits                     
PD Observations                     
RCT Analysis                     

Case Studies                     

Annual Reports                     

Summative Report                     

Key: SWOT=‖Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat;‖ T=Treatment; C=Control; PLC=Professional Learning Community  
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G 1.1  Financial Management 

The Smithsonian Office of Sponsored Projects will help the NSRC meet the financial 

management and financial reporting aspects of the grant. Funds will be dispersed by the NSRC 

to the sub-awardees on an annual basis. All dispersed funds will be processed by the NSRC’s 

Finance and Administration Division and approved by the Executive Director of the NSRC. 

Accounting procedures will follow standard Smithsonian Institution guidelines.  

G 1.2  Reporting 

The Smithsonian Office of Sponsored Projects will provide support and advice with the 

reporting process. NSRC assumes responsibility for maintaining and adhering to the project 

timeline. Any changes in the project timeline or procedures that result from adjustments in 

research or other procedures will be decided among the parties cooperating in the program, but 

the final decision will rest with the NSRC.  

G 1.3  Communications 

Because the roles of the collaborators are interdependent, we anticipate that all collaborators 

will work closely throughout the course of the project; however monthly meetings with 

collaborators will be scheduled on the project calendar. After the initial building awareness 

event, schools will select representatives to act as conduits for communication with the 

collaborators.  

G. 2 Key NSRC Personnel  

Sally Goetz Shuler, Principal Investigator 

The Principal Investigator for this project will be Sally Goetz Shuler, the NSRC Executive 

Director. Ms. Shuler was one of the co-founders of the NSRC, and has formed numerous 

strategic partnerships with national academies, academic institutions, corporations, and museums 
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that are resulting in the development, implementation, and evaluation of research-based products 

and services for improving science education programs for school districts, states, and countries.  

David Marsland, Co-Principal Investigator 

David Marsland has 32 years experience working with K-12 science educators in 

implementing hands-on science programs in the U.S. and abroad. For the past 8 years he has 

coordinated the professional development center at the NSRC. Using faculty drawn from the 

NSRC’s network he has organized numerous STC and other workshops nationwide. 

Thomas Emrick, Ed.D, Co-Principal Investigator 

Dr. Thomas Emrick is the NSRC Deputy Executive Director. He will in his capacity manage 

the finance and administration of this project. Dr. Emrick has managed both fiscally and 

pedagogically more than 20 multi-million dollar projects in his career.  

Karen Collias, Ph.D., Co-Principal Investigator  

Dr. Karen Collias, the NSRC Deputy Director, was formerly an international educational 

consultant and worked as an advisor for business-education collaboration in the private and non-

profit sectors. Dr. Collias has taught at both the secondary school and university levels. 

G. 3 Key Evaluation Personnel   

Donald “Chip” Morrison, Ed.D., Co-Principal Investigator, CREP 

Dr. Morrison Senior Researcher at the Center for Research in Educational Policy and will 

oversee the activities of the evaluation team. Dr. Morrison helped found Co-nect, a national 

school reform organization that worked with a network of more than 300 schools throughout the 

United States.   

Carolyn Ransford, Ph.D., Project Director, CREP 

Dr. Morrison will be assisted by Dr. Carloyn Ransford, who will direct the RCT. Dr. 

Ransford, a Senior Researcher at CREP, currently serves as the Principal Investigator for a multi-
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site, randomized control study of a targeted, small-group literacy intervention, Leveled Literacy 

Intervention, examining the relationship between LLI and student achievement in literacy.  

Todd Zoblotsky, Ed.D., Chief Statistician 

Dr. Zoblotsky, head of the CREP Statistics Department and former Research Evaluator with 

Memphis City Schools, will direct the statistical analysis of the RCT data. Zoblotsky has 

extensive experience in providing accurate and meaningful data and reports to aid in the 

accountability and decision-making process regarding initiatives and programs affecting student 

success at the local, state and federal level.  

David Francis, Ph.D., Director, Texas Institute of Measurement, Evaluation, and Statistics 

Dr. David Francis is the Hugh Roy and Lillie Cranz Distinguished University Professor and 

Chairman, Department of Psychology, University of Houston, and directs the Texas Institute for 

Measurement, Evaluation, and Statistics, which he founded in 1986. Dr. Francis has considerable 

experience conducting randomized trials and evaluation research nationally, and has been 

involved in numerous projects in the Houston area, including the Houston Independent School 

District. He has expressed an interest helping to guide the evaluation effort in Houston. 

Joshua S. Smith, Ph.D., Director, Center for Urban and Center for Urban and 

Multicultural Education, Indiana University 

Dr. Smith has been principal investigator or co-investigator on over 30 externally funded 

research and evaluation grants. His research expertise is in the area of educational transitions, 

including the transition from middle school to high school and the transition from high school to 

college. Dr. Smith also works with schools and community-based organizations to evaluate 

educational programs on student and organizational outcomes. He has expressed interest helping 

to guide the evaluation effort in Indiana. 
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Ludwig “Ludy” van Broekhuizen, Ph.D., Director, SERVE Center 

 Dr. Ludwig ―Ludy‖ van Broekhuizen joined the SERVE Center at the University of North 

Carolina at Greensboro as its Executive Director in September 2004. Previously, he was the 

Director of the Pacific Regional Educational Laboratory Program in Honolulu, Hawaii. He has 

also served a Senior Evaluator for the first national evaluation of the federally funded Star 

Schools Program and Partnerships in Education Program. Dr. Broekhuizen has expressed interest 

in helping to guide the evaluation effort in North Carolina. 

Nancy P. Moreno, Ph.D, Project Consultant 

 Dr. Moreno, Senior Associate Director, Center for Educational Outreach, Baylor College of 

Medicine, Houston, has agreed to serve as an advisor to the evaluation team. Her research 

focuses on developing effective collaborations among scientists and educators to improve 

science teaching and learning. She leads the development of interdisciplinary science educational 

materials for students, the creation of local and national partnerships to promote systemic change 

in school science teaching, and most recently, the application of web-based technologies for 

teacher support and professional development.  

Note: See letters of interest in Appendix D. Should the project be funded, CREP will enter 

into subcontract discussions with external evaluation partners, including, but not necessarily 

limited to, those identified here. CREP reserves the right to make final decisions regarding the 

composition of the evaluation team and the roles and responsibilities of team members.  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  



 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

(1) The applicant argues that there is at least moderate evidence as defined 
by WWC that the inquiry model is effective. Several research studies were 
cited, with a range of findings and some with possible questionable design or 
with no comparison groups. However, one well-designed experimental study 
and one quasi-experimental study reported that students receiving inquiry-
based instruction, or students whose teachers were trained to use inquiry-
oriented materials, outperformed students not receiving such instruction. 



These results alone would not be sufficient to meet the test of moderate 
evidence given that the applicant does not demonstrate that the programs 
being studied were the same as, or very similar to, the proposed project. 
However, although not reported in this specific section, in the following 
section the applicant provides some results from prior independent 
evaluations of the LASER model. These evaluations, including two 
randomized experiments, reported significant improvement in student 
science achievement compared to those in text-based or kit-based alone 
programs.  
(2) Medium to large effects were found in the well-designed studies that 
reported significant results, providing some justification that the proposed 
project is likely to substantially and measurably improve student 
achievement. Because the applicant is proposing to test the model in three 
diverse regions of the country among rural, low-income and minority 
students, it has the potential to have a very important effect for improving 
science education should the project prove successful.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted. 
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools.



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

(1) The applicant will employ an RCT model complemented by case studies. 
Thus, through the RCT, the researchers will be able to test the causal 
relationship between the instruction and science learning. The applicant 
plans to use the results of a needs analysis to identify a set of matched pairs 
of schools, which will then be assigned to treatment and control group. 
Multiple HLM analyses will be used to test the hypotheses. 
(2) It appears that detailed bi-annual reports will be provided to project staff; 
these reports will include progress indicators, and will identify areas of 
strength and challenge. 
(3) The evaluator will complement the RCT with multiple case studies to 
provide a deeper understanding of the program elements and interactions. 
The applicant provides detailed information about the process for selection 
of the case study schools, the data that will be collected, and how it will be 
organized, analyzed and reported. This will provide extremely useful 
information to facilitate the replication process. 
(4) An extremely impressive evaluation team has been assembled for this 
project, and it appears that this group has sufficient experience in multiple 
areas of evaluation and research design to have accurately assessed the 



resources needed to conduct an effective and high quality project evaluation. 
(5) The applicant has documented the rigorous evaluation methods and 
procedures in preceding sections. The applicant states that it has no prior 
history with the independent evaluator and has agreed that the evaluator will 
assume final, independent responsibility for the quality of the research and 
findings.  

 
Weaknesses 

(1)The applicant does not outline any measurable goals and objectives. 
Although two research hypotheses will be tested (p. 17), one concerning 
teachers and one concerning students, no numeric goals are stated. The 
applicant provides no indication of how much more likely participating 
teachers should be to provide inquiry-based instruction, or how much higher 
it expects participating students to score on tests of science learning. Thus, it 
may be possible for the applicant to report a trivial difference as success, 
simply because numeric goals have not been established, nor does the 
applicant state that it expects the differences it finds to be statistically 
significant. 
(3) The applicant does not discuss whether or not an attempt to measure 
fidelity of program implementation across sites will be included in the 
evaluation, or if the applicant considers this to be an important consideration 
or why this might not be possible or necessary.  
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5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 



project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 



conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 
Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 



Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

 
B. STRENGTH OF RESEARCH 
 
1. MODERATE EVIDENCE 
STRENGTHS 
1. The applicant notes a wide range of appropriate studies  many directly 



related to its LASER model. 
2. The applicant will utilize an experimental model. 
 
3. IMPORTANCE AND MAGNITUDE 
STRENGTHS  
1. There is significant importance and magnitude of the research study. 

 
Weaknesses 

MODERATE EVIDENCE 
WEAKNESSES 
1. The applicant limits its research to the effectiveness of teaching a science 
course. 
2. The applicant does not explain in detail how the schools will be randomly 
selected for the experimental design. 
 
IMPORTANCE AND MAGNITUDE 
WEAKNESSES 
1. The research question of how the LASER approach has been successful in 
helping to promote systemic change does not address the outcomes desired 
by the funding agency. 
2. The research is very well designed but is very limited with just one or two 
courses in many cases at the individual school site.  
3.    The applicant addresses only a limited number of the outcomes desired 
by the funding agency.  
4.    The project only meets part of the outcomes or research-based analysis 
required by the funding agency  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  



 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

D. QUALITY OF PROJECT EVALUATION 
 
1. METHODS OF DESIGN 
STRENGTHS 
1. The design is well thought out and included several evaluation protocols. 
 
2. HIGH QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION DATA 
STRENGTHS 
1. The evaluation is well thought out and the applicant clearly explains the 
rationale for study size to obtain power and effects size data. 



 
3. KEY ELEMENTS AND APPROACH FOR REPLICATION 
STRENGTHS 
1. The applicant has a design that will facilitate its ability for replication. 
 
4. SUFFICIENT RESOURCES FOR THE EVALUATION 
STRENGTHS 
1. The applicant has a long history of identifying costs and resources and has 
more that sufficiently allocated funding for the evaluation. 
 
 
5. EVALUATION IS RIGOROUS AND INDEPENDENT 
STRENGTHS 
1. The applicant has a very strong, rigorous and independent evaluation 
model and addresses the fidelity of the evaluation. 

 
Weaknesses 

METHODS OF DESIGN 
WEAKNESSES 
1. The applicant can do a very good study of answering its two research 
questions of having (1)teachers who receive intensive training and 
supporting materials will be better than teachers who do not, and (2) students 
who receive high-quality, inquiry based instruction will score higher on tests 
than students who only learn science from reading a textbook.  However, 
addressing outcomes of the funding agency appear more challenging. 
2. It is unclear whether applicant will address the range of outcomes desired 
by the funding agency. 
3.      The design will be difficult to address outcomes such as dropout rates, 
graduation rates, college going rates, etc. desired by the funding agency. 
4.     The model is not a comprehensive school-site wide model which makes 
it difficult to address all the outcomes desired by the funding agency.   
 
 
HIGH QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION DATA 
WEAKNESSES 
1. No major weaknesses noted. 
 
KEY ELEMENTS AND APPROACH FOR REPLICATION 
WEAKNESSES 
1. The applicant does not present a sufficiently comprehensive model to 
address most of the outcomes desired by the funding agency. 
2.     The program proposed and structured by the applicant provides for a 
nice, tight, very limited project to evaluate, especially given that the 



applicant has listed the research questions it will address.  However, this is 
not aligned with the intent and purpose of the grant program. 
 
 
SUFFICIENT RESOURCES FOR THE EVALUATION 
WEAKNESSES 
1. No weaknesses of importance to note. 
 
EVALUATION IS RIGOROUS AND INDEPENDENT 
WEAKNESSES 
1. There were no weaknesses of importance to note 
 

 

Reader's Score: 11 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 



information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 



defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 



(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The National Science Resources Center, a division of the Smithsonian 
Institution proposes to partner with 100 schools, grades 1-8,  in the states of 
Indiana, North Carolina and Texas in the LASER model which is a coherent 
set of strategies designed to help districts create infrastructures that support 
and promote high-quality, inquiry based science instruction. 
 
The overall purpose of the proposed project is to develop capacity for full 
national scale-up of the LASER model. 
 
An initial Needs Analysis of current Science practices and procedures will be 
conducted at each partnering district. Both treatment and control sites will be 
identified. Needs Analysis will be conducted annually 

 
Weaknesses 

Treatment school teachers will receive professional development beginning 
in year 2 of the grant cycle, but control school teachers will need to wait 
until year 4 to participate. 
 
The applicant did not include criteria for treatment sites or control sites. 
 
The applicant provided NAEP Science results from 2005. With NCLB 
requiring that grades 4 and 8 be tested in Science, more recent results should 
have been made available. 
 
The applicant assumes that lack of student proficiency in Science is the 
result of lack of teaching skills in the field of Science, and the applicant does 
not provide data to support that assumption. 

 

Reader's Score: 16 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 



project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 



demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The NSCR , founded in 1985, has a long proven record for implementing 
complex, long-term projects, with satisfactory results in improving student 
achievement and/or increasing skill levels of teachers of Science. The district 
partners represent 30% of the US student population. 

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 



5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The overall purpose of the proposed project is to develop capacity for full 
national scale-up of the LASER model. 
 
The project will impact 75,000 students in grades 1-8 in 3 states, 3000 
teachers and 300 principals at the cost of $30,697,329.  
 
The NSRC has the obvious capacity to bring expertise, financial resources, 
prestige and credibility to this project. 
 
The project will be disseminated through traditional published materials, 
Smithsonian Institutes, conferences, professional teacher organizations and 
state science action committees. 

 



Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The overall purpose of the proposed project is to develop capacity for full 
national scale-up of the LASER model. 
 
The NSRC has the obvious capacity to bring expertise, financial resources, 
prestige and credibility to sustain this project. 
 
The applicant provides a solid sustainability plan which includes provision 
of updated materials at the close of this project, a cultivated network of 
professional development experts who are trained in LASER PD programs,  
 
The project is supported by a web of stakeholders from government, higher 
education, business and communities local to the participating states. 

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 



timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The evaluation will be led by researchers at the Center for Research and 
Educational Policy who will work with the Texas Institute for Measurement, 
Evaluation and Statistics, the University of Houston, Indiana University, and 
the University of North Carolina. 
 
The  applicant successfully demonstrated NSRC's capacity to manage 
complex projects on time and within budget  by identifying various other 
projects that the NSRC is currently administrating. 
 
The applicant clearly articulated the responsibilities, timelines and tasks for 
the project. 
 
The key personnel are eminently qualified to conduct the requirements of 
this grant  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 



subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

None noted.  

 
Weaknesses 

The main thrust of this project was providing a vehicle to increase the skills 
of teachers of Science Competitive Preference  8: Innovations that serve 
schools in rural LEAs was  not presented as a compelling factor in 
accomplishing this project.  

 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/02/2010 1:23 PM    
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Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: Smithsonian Institution -- National Science Resources Center,LASER - 
National Science Resources Center,LASER (U396B100097)  

Reader #4:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  8  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  2  

TOTAL   105 70 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 14: 84.396B  
Reader #4:  
Applicant: Smithsonian Institution -- National Science Resources Center,LASER - 
National Science Resources Center,LASER (U396B100097)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

This is an excellent proposal submitted by the National Science Resources Center 
to extend the reach of the Leadership and Assistance for Science Education 
Reform (LASER)to three states with districts that have a number of high need 
students.  The proposal specifically seeks to improve science instruction in grades 
1-8.   
 
The applicant has a strong history of success with LASER and having it 
successfully implemented in districts and states.  The program focuses upon 
professional development, support, and in facilitation of sustainable programs at 
the local and state levels. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  



 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant has supplied information from the 2005 NAEP assessment 
which indicate a poor performance by students in science.  State data is also 
provided for the three affected states with the idea presented that the students 
that will receive the treatment program of LASER probably would have 
lower scores than state data because most come from districts with higher 
poverty rates and many high needs students. 
 
The educational program appears very strong and the professional 
development components and local support provided by NSRC is 
appropriate.  The development of the capacity for teaching science 
successfully and developing local stakeholder support are important 
components of the project design.   
 
Clear and appropriate goals, objectives, and outcomes are presented on page 
5 of the proposal.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 



(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 



(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has successfully implemented a number of complex projects 
including five major multi-year initiatives.  They have managed projects that 
have included numerous sites, hundreds of leaders, and many partners from 
the public and private sectors.   
 
The LASER program has been successfully implemented in many different 
districts and states with four of the states (Pennsylvania, Alabama, 
Washington State, and Delaware) now self-sustaining. 
 
Higher student achievement was also documented as this applicant seems 
very well prepared to take on the work provided in this i3 initiative.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant has presented information that makes it clear that they will 
likely be very successful in bringing this program to scale.  This project will 
include 300 schools, 75,000 students in grades 1-8, 3,000 teachers, and 300 
principals in the three states served.  Many partners will also be involved in 
helping LASER to be sustained locally after the funding period. 
 
The applicant's management capacity is adequate to serve the project and 
implement the LASER model in the diverse districts that will be 
participating.   
 



A cost of $122 per student is provided along with estimates for reaching 
100,000, 250,000, and 500,000 students. 
 
Mechanisms for disseminating information on this project for expansion and 
replication are provided and include both traditional and technological based 
systems.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The NSRC has a track record of involving significant stakeholders, both 
public and private, that will assist in maintaining the project after this 
funding period.  Work processes and local involvement in site planning will 
also assist in addressing this need. 
 
The applicant has indicated that information gained in conducting this 
project will be utilized in improving LASER and its implementation in the 
future.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 



In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management plan is well defined and is appropriate for having the 
project be completed on time and within budget.  Key staff is very qualified 
and has ample experiences for managing this complex project.  The existing 
LASER networks and professional development resources will offer a strong 
foundation for this project. 
 
Timelines and responsibilities are well presented and appear realistic for 
implementation of the project.  The involvement of stakeholders and 
advisory boards for each site are strong components that will assist in 
sustaining the project after the funding period.  

 
Weaknesses 

A major factor in this proposal that was not clearly addressed is the in 
classroom monitoring and mentoring of teachers as a component of the 
professional development program.  While teacher collaboration is present, 
using trained professionals to serve as monitors and mentors would further 
enhance the desired high level of instruction in the classroom.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 



3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 



 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

This proposal will involve a number of schools with high-need students in 
rural and urban LEAs.  Rural LEAs will be drawn from districts in Indiana 
and North Carolina as well as a number of high need students.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 06/28/2010 4:50 PM    
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Reader #5:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  17  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  9  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  2  

TOTAL   105 68 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 14: 84.396B  
Reader #5:  
Applicant: Smithsonian Institution -- National Science Resources Center,LASER - 
National Science Resources Center,LASER (U396B100097)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The authors state that effective science education is more urgently needed now 
than ever. Once validated by this project, both private and public leaders will have 
critical questions answered and can support future expansion, thus leveraging 
government funding on a national dimension. 
 
The project has a clear set of goals and an explicit strategy, with actions that are 
aligned with the priorities the applicant has identified.  
 
The applicant cites the What Works Clearing House to establish the belief that 
inquiry-oriented instruction along with researched-based materials and 
professional development which is on going lead to higher levels of student 
learning.  

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 



 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The authors state that effective science education is more urgently needed 
now than ever to address such major issues as climate change, 
international/national security, conservation of resources, disease epidemics, 
and other health threats, trade, and more. On the 2005 U.S. National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 2005), the Nation's Report 
Card, only 29% of fourth graders, 29% of 8th graders and 18% of 12th 
graders nationally scored proficient in science (NAEP, 2005). Once validated 
by this project, both private and public leaders will have critical questions 
answered and can support future expansion, thus leveraging government 
funding on a national dimension. 
 
The project has a clear set of goals and an explicit strategy, with actions that 
are aligned with the priorities the applicant has identified.  
 
The applicant cites the What Works Clearing House to establish the belief 
that inquiry-oriented instruction along with researched-based materials and 
professional development which is on going lead to higher levels of student 
learning.  

 
Weaknesses 

The measure of improved student achievement is not clearly identified 
NAEP is mentioned. However NAEP does not report at the district level 



(except in a few cases), school or student level the measure needs to be 
identified. The applicant also mentions the expectation of improved student 
attitudes toward science, but there is not mention of how this will be 
measured.  

 

Reader's Score: 17 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 



projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The NSRC states that it has consistently demonstrated the ability to create 
strategic regional partnerships with LEAs, higher education as well as 
business and government. LASER projects have been in Pennsylvania, 
Alabama, Washington State and Delaware.  
 
The NSRC reports that a third party evaluation found that inquiry-based 
instruction, along professional development of teachers produced small but 
significant predictor of student performance on Washington state assessment. 
The applicant also cites similar evidence from Pennsylvania and 
California.     

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  



 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 



This project is expected to impact 75,000 students in three states in the first 
through the eighth grade. NSRC's capacity is augmented by the Smithsonian 
Institution and the National Academies.  
 
The applicant indicates that feasibility of the proposed project to be 
replicated successfully is an embedded objective of creating advisory boards, 
building corporate awareness and establishing science materials centers.   
NSRC indicates that it has the availability of resources and expertise 
required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. The applicant 
has provided the estimated costs, per student as required.  
 
The NSRC indicates the intent to utilize technology, as well as traditional 
published materials and project reports to disseminate materials. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

NSRC reports that it has the resources, as well as the support of stakeholders 
to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. It is 
indicated that the existing LASER infrastructure which has been in existence 
for the last 25 years is a key element. It is stated that the LASER model 
directly supports ongoing project sustainability. Additionally the materials 
and kits provided to schools are believed to be important elements to sustain 
the project 
 
The NSRC indicates that when the grant period has ended, the data gathered 



will be used to support the continued scale-up and of LASER in Houston, 
Indiana, and North Carolina.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management plan is well designed with timelines, and milestones for 
accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to the sustainability and 
scalability of the proposed project. 
 
The project director and key project personnel appear to have the training 
and experience necessary for this project and in managing other complex 
projects. 
 
The independent evaluator and staff have the qualifications, including 
expertise and experience, in designing and conducting experimental and 
quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

 
Weaknesses 

What about classroom monitoring.  
 

Reader's Score: 9 



 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 



on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The project is intended to improve teacher effectiveness and student 
achievement in rural schools. The realities in rural communities demonstrate 
the need to address systems of coordination to support student achievement 
and teacher effectiveness. The project intends to provide rural teachers the 
opportunity for professional development using a research-based approach to 
science. The project provides an avenue toward establishing a professional 
learning community that allows for collaboration among otherwise isolated 
rural teachers and administrators. Teachers will receive instructional 
materials and materials support systems not often available in rural localities. 
Participation in this project creates and sustains a supply of materials and 
provides high-quality professional development to this underserved 
population.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 2 
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eMINTS Validation Project 

Competitive Preference Priority Addressed: The project addresses Competitive 

Preference Priority 8, Innovations that Serve Schools in Rural LEAs. All 60 districts to be served 

in the project meet requirements under Title I (schoolwide or targeted) or Title II.D (50 percent 

of students in poverty) and are part of the Small Rural School Achievement (SRSA) program or 

the Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) program authorized under Title VI, Part B of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 

Needs of rural Missouri schools: Missouri’s rural K–12 student population is nearly one- 

quarter million students, the 15th largest in the United States. Poverty is high, with 39 percent of 

Missouri rural students qualifying for Free and Reduced-Price Lunch (FRPL). In 2010, the 

Institute of Education Sciences (IES) reported that only 19 percent of Missouri students eligible 

for FRPL attained proficiency or better on the 2009 National Assessment of Education Progress 

(NAEP) mathematics test. Student mobility in Missouri rural schools ranks in the highest quartile 

in the United States, with 16 percent of families reporting changing residences in the 15 months 

prior to being surveyed. Per-pupil expenditure for Missouri rural schools is the 12th lowest in the 

United States (Johnson & Strange, 2005). 

The attributes of many rural communities (i.e., isolation, a low tax base, an aging 

population, and higher poverty levels) contribute to the scarcity of qualified teachers for rural 

schools nationally and in Missouri (Monk, 2007). Among the promising practices that rural 

schools might use to recruit and retain high-quality teachers is improvement of the school’s 

culture and working conditions (McClure & Reeves, 2004). Findings from the eMINTS 

Validation Project may show rural schools how to improve both student achievement for high-

need students and school culture for teachers.  
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Section A: Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 

Project Approach (A1) 

Need for programs to support transition to high-quality standards and assessments: 

Despite years of implementing standards-based accountability systems, many teachers today lack 

the necessary preparation to develop standards-based instructional strategies and to inform these 

decisions utilizing student assessments (Drake, 2007). Standards-based instruction necessitates 

the application of a new skill set for most, and Drake contends that ―often the challenge is not in 

the standards themselves but in our assumptions about how to work with them‖ (p. 3). 

Missouri is among 48 states committed to the Common Core State Standards Initiative 

(CCSSI). The need to validate programs that assure states of effective ways to teach teachers to 

develop and use standards-based instruction and assessments is acute. Research suggests that the 

reform approach can be effective in transferring knowledge gained in professional development 

(PD) to practice (Penuel, Fishman, Yamaguchi, & Gallagher, 2007; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, 

Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007). The enhancing Missouri’s Instructional Networked Teaching 

Strategies (eMINTS) National Center professional development (PD) uses a reform approach 

providing teachers with the support needed to comprehend and use standards-based instruction 

and assessment. eMINTS has successfully trained thousands of teachers in nine states (Alabama, 

Arkansas, Delaware, Illinois, New Jersey, Nevada, Maine, Missouri, and Utah) and Australia, 

each utilizing different state standards. The eMINTS Validation Project will study eMINTS’ 

PD’s effectiveness in helping teachers translate standards and information from assessments into 

classroom practices to meet the needs of all students and may thus inform practice in all states. 

Needs of middle school students: Middle school (typically Grades 6–8) is a time of 

transition for students, who experience dramatic physical, psychological, and intellectual 
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development changes. Educators understand the importance of middle school and how careful 

planning is required to meet students’ unique needs (National Middle School Association, 1995). 

Middle school is a critical time for students to develop the knowledge and skills they will 

need to achieve college and career readiness. Olson (2006) found that the reading and 

mathematics skills needed for success in the workplace are comparable to those needed for 

success in the first year of college. Unfortunately, middle school is also the period in which 

students may begin to lag in academic performance. Lembke and Gonzales (2006) reported that 

the performance of United States middle school students is lower than that of their peers in other 

countries, particularly when tested on tasks embedded in real-life context. Tasks of this nature 

commonly require skills cited by groups such as the Partnership for 21st Century Skills (Bellanca 

& Brandt, 2010) as being associated with problem solving, collaboration, and use of information 

technology. The eMINTS Validation Project has the potential to leverage existing technology 

investments that many districts already have made by corroborating a PD program that can take 

full advantage of these investments to increase college and career readiness for all students.  

eMINTS as an exceptional approach—program description: The eMINTS National 

Center offers a PD intervention for teams of educators, especially those serving high-need 

students. eMINTS is a unit at the University of Missouri (UM) and partners with the Missouri 

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) and the Missouri Department of 

Higher Education (DHE). eMINTS is one of few PD programs with data to support the chain of 

evidence from delivery of a specific PD program to changing teacher practice and to positive 

impact on student achievement (Martin, Strother, Beglau, Bates, & Reitzes, in press). 

The eMINTS PD interventions generate building wide reform by helping teachers master 

the translation of any state standards and information from assessments into engaging classroom 
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practices that employ technology. Teachers learn instructional strategies that utilize standards- 

and inquiry-based learning, incorporate real-world authentic learning, encourage collaboration, 

and build community among students and teachers. Technology resources in eMINTS 

classrooms include a SMART Board (interactive whiteboard), teacher laptop, printer, digital 

camera, and one computer per two students (a one-to-one ratio is recommended for secondary 

schools). Software is limited to productivity software. eMINTS PD and the required technology 

create classrooms that equip students with 21st century college- and career-readiness skills. 

Since 2003, eMINTS implementations have been funded in high-need districts across Missouri 

and in other states using Title II.D funds targeting students in schools with high poverty levels.  

An eMINTS Instructional Specialist (eIS) whose responsibilities include providing PD 

and in-classroom coaching to teachers is assigned to each school. eMINTS PD gives teachers 

more than 250 hours of PD spanning two years and support that includes monthly classroom 

visits. As part of refining and improving eMINTS PD, eMINTS staff integrated an Intel
®
 Teach 

Program (Thinking with Technology) recently, adding a third year of PD to help teachers sustain 

and build on the first two years of eMINTS PD. The third year expands teachers’ abilities to use 

project-based learning, giving them access to Intel’s suite of online tools designed to involve 

students in 21st century higher-order thinking and problem solving. See PD Delivery Timeline in 

Appendix H for details about sequence and topics included in eMINTS PD and Intel Teach.  

Project Goal, Objectives, and Strategy (A2) 

Goal: Validate eMINTS PD’s effectiveness in helping Missouri’s teachers translate standards 

and information from assessments into classroom practices that meet the needs of all students, 

including high-need students.  

Objective 1: Assess the efficacy of the original two-year eMINTS PD program in increasing the 
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academic success of seventh- and eighth-grade students in mathematics and English language 

arts (ELA), particularly students in rural schools with high levels of poverty.  

Objective 2: Assess the efficacy of the third year of eMINTS PD using the Intel Teach Program 

Thinking with Technology (eMINTS+Intel Teach), added to the original two-year eMINTS PD 

program, in increasing the academic success of seventh- and eighth-grade students in 

mathematics and ELA, particularly students in rural schools with high levels of poverty.  

Objective 3: Assess the effects of eMINTS and eMINTS+Intel Teach on seventh- and eighth-

grade students’ academic orientation and 21st century skills. 

Objective 4: Examine eMINTS outcomes on teachers’ practices, including standards- and 

inquiry-based learning, classroom community, and technology integration practices.  

Objective 5: Explore impact variations of eMINTS and eMINTS+Intel Teach across student 

subgroups (e.g., ethnicity, socioeconomic status, limited English proficiency [LEP], 

individualized education program [IEP]) and among students exposed to differing amounts of 

each program (e.g., students whose teachers have had Year 1 of eMINTS PD, Year 1 and Year 2 

[eMINTS PD], and all three years [eMINTS+Intel Teach]). 

Strategy and plan of action: The strategy and plan of action that eMINTS will employ to 

meet the project goal and objectives are embodied in the program’s design: multiple years of 

intensive PD with in-classroom coaching supported by a specific set of technology resources. 

The New Franklin School District (NFSD) is a model rural eMINTS district that will serve as 

official local education agency (LEA) on the project. NFSD staff will use their experiences with 

successful eMINTS implementations to mentor project participants and support project tasks.  

eMINTS PD is based on four underlying research-based components: inquiry-based 

learning, high-quality lesson design, community of learners, and technology integration and 
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addresses issues identified as barriers in the consistent use of standards-based instruction and 

technology. eMINTS PD includes coaching to enhance teachers’ ability to translate concepts 

learned about standards-based instruction into classroom practice (Joyce & Showers, 1995). 

Inquiry-based instruction has been identified as effective in improving student 

performance (Brooks, 1993). eMINTS PD illustrates for teachers how marrying standards-based 

instruction using approved state standards with interdisciplinary inquiry-based learning 

improves student performance. Teachers progress through stages from direct instruction to 

guided inquiry and finally to open inquiry using technology to skillfully guide students toward 

content knowledge needed for success on local/state assessments. Authentic assessments help 

students develop higher-order thinking skills and are critical to developing 21st century learners; 

however, assessment in standards- and inquiry-based classrooms can be challenging for teachers 

new to the practice. In eMINTS PD, teachers learn about and practice using multiple types of 

assessment in sessions dealing with assessment and in content woven throughout the program.  

PD focusing on lesson design enables teachers to plan standards-based instruction and 

inform instruction with formative and summative assessments. eMINTS PD guides teachers with 

lesson design processes created by eMINTS staff and based on the rigorous Japanese design 

model that researchers suggest improves instruction (Lewis, Perry, & Hurd, 2004).  

Students who learn in classrooms where decisions are made collaboratively display more 

creativity and higher-order thinking (Kohn, 2006). In other analyses, Kohn (1994) cites multiple 

studies showing higher levels of achievement when students are part of a learning community. 

eMINTS PD creates a community of practice for teachers teaching them how to establish a 

community of learners in support of standards- and inquiry-based instruction in their classrooms.  

Lawless and Pellegrino (2007) argue that introducing teachers to new technologies for 
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teaching and learning can support change in teaching practices. eMINTS PD centers on a suite of 

technologies and weaves technology integration into the practice of standards- and inquiry-based 

teaching. Instead of approaching teachers with a need to change their teaching, teacher buy-in for 

instructional change is facilitated by the addition of technology to the classroom. 

Studies have found combining in-classroom coaching and PD to be effective in changing 

teacher practice (Dickinson, Darrow, & Tinubu, 2009; Koh & Neuman, 2009; Neuman & 

Cunningham, 2009). eIS are trained using Costa and Garmston’s (2002) Cognitive Coaching
SM

 

methodology to help teachers with lesson planning and reflection on practice. In-classroom 

coaching is a key strategy that will be used to meet the project goal and objectives.  

Supporting Research Evidence (A3) 

Strength of eMINTS PD: The backbone of eMINTS’ success in changing teacher practice 

is its innovative PD model. PD has long had potential for teacher improvement; however, 

researchers have noted potential challenges that may reduce its effectiveness. eMINTS PD is 

purposefully aligned with best practice research and controls for issues that reduce effectiveness. 

Jacob and Lefgren (2004) assert that PD, in general, is a ―low-intensity affair that lacks 

continuity and accountability‖ (p. 52). PD is often limited in both time and scope, misguided or 

misaligned from teacher needs, and uncoordinated across training sessions (Jacob & Lefgren, 

2004). Such practices may lead to a cycle of adoption and abandonment in schools, further 

perpetuating high teacher turnover rates. eMINTS counters these conditions by providing high 

intensity PD (250 contact hours) over several years purposely building community for teachers.  

Effective PD involves active learning, a broad range of activities including observing 

expert teachers, being observed, and planning how new materials and methods will be used in 

the classroom (Desimone, 2009). eMINTS PD embraces active learning by modeling the 
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evidence-based teaching strategies teachers learn to implement. They design classroom activities 

with collegial support. They observe and reflect on the practice of expert eMINTS teachers.  

Strength of Intel Teach “Thinking with Technology” PD: Research-based and 

independently evaluated (Light & Martin, 2007), Intel Teach has a large audience to which it 

delivers programming, reaching teachers worldwide since 2002. Intel Teach courses such as 

―Thinking with Technology‖ enable teachers to introduce, expand, and support inquiry-based 

approaches in the classroom. Teachers learn how to use teacher and student online resources to 

create strategies for encouraging classroom collaboration and enhancing critical thinking skills. 

Section B: Strength of the Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

Strength of the research on improving student achievement: Since eMINTS’ inception in 

1999, annual external evaluations have been conducted to determine the effects of eMINTS PD 

on teacher and student outcomes. Full text evaluation/research reports can be found at 

www.emints.org/evaluation/reports/. Qualitative research and formative evaluations also have 

contributed to a better understanding of the facilitating factors and challenges associated with 

school/classroom implementation. Section B summarizes 10 years of eMINTS PD research and 

evaluation, assesses the quality of evidence reported, and offers implications for proposed project 

implementation and evaluation. “eMINTS classroom” refers to classrooms where teachers 

complete the original two-year eMINTS PD program and the required technology is present.  

Student outcomes: eMINTS external program evaluations conducted from 2002–05 used 

quasi-experimental design comparing performance of students in eMINTS classrooms to 

students in non-eMINTS classrooms in the same school and grades. Although the authors do not 

explain how treatment classes were selected, the total number of classes in the evaluations 

ranged from 25 to more than 100, depending on subject, grade, and year. The number of students 
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in eMINTS classrooms ranged from 500 to 1,300; the number of students in non-eMINTS 

classrooms ranged from 700 to 2,500.  

These evaluations consistently found that elementary students enrolled in eMINTS 

classrooms significantly outperformed students enrolled in non-eMINTS classrooms on state 

standardized performance measures in communication arts (equivalent to English language arts), 

mathematics, science, and social studies. These results primarily pertained to students in Grade 3 

communication arts and science and Grade 4 mathematics and social studies, with small sample 

sizes suggesting similar results may exist at Grades 5 and 6 (Office of Social and Economic Data 

Analysis [OSEDA], 2002, 2003a, 2004, 2005). OSEDA analyses were conducted using student 

achievement data from the Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) to compare the percentage of 

students attaining proficient and advanced levels of achievement in eMINTS classrooms with the 

percentage of students reaching those levels in non-eMINTS classrooms. A larger percentage of 

eMINTS students attained proficiency or advanced levels of achievement than did non-eMINTS 

students in communication arts from 2002–05 (ranging from 1 percent to 12 percent), the 

difference being statistically significant at the .05 level from 2003–05. Mathematics results are 

similar, with the only exception being 2004, when non-eMINTS students had a slightly (0.4 

percent) higher proficiency rate. The other three years of mathematics data indicate statistically 

significant differences in favor of eMINTS students (ranging from 9.2 percent to 9.8 percent).  

More recent evaluations by the Education Development Center (EDC) from 2006–09 

substantiated OSEDA’s findings. EDC’s evaluations focused on schools receiving competitive 

Title II.D awards in Missouri. Except for the first study, the reports evaluated an approximately 

even distribution of eMINTS students and non-eMINTS students (approximately 6,000 students 

total per year) across about 40 schools and 10 districts that included NFSD, the project partner 



eMINTS Validation Project  i3 Fund Grant Application—10 

 

LEA. These reports of a more mature eMINTS PD program extended to Grades 5 and 6, where 

students in eMINTS classrooms consistently attained higher rates of proficiency or advanced 

levels in all grades (3–6) in communication arts and mathematics, with significant results at the 

.01 level in most comparisons, including Grades 5 and 6 (Strother, Martin, & Dechaume, 2006). 

Turning to mean achievement differences—at either student or classroom level—on the MAP, 

the 2002 and 2003 reports indicate that students in eMINTS classes consistently outscored their 

peers in non-eMINTS classes as well as all other Missouri students. In communication arts, 

eMINTS students had higher mean scores across years, with differences growing larger each 

year (from less than 1 point to over 10 points) and more statistically significant (not significant to 

.0001) while producing greater effect sizes (.013 to .173). In mathematics, mean score 

differential (7–10 points) and effect sizes (approximately .25) remained stable and significant.  

For all subjects, the magnitude of the gap between eMINTS and non-eMINTS students 

by group—those with an IEP, in a Title I school, who qualified for FRPL, or who were a 

member of a minority group—was statistically significant and grew over time. Effect sizes were 

consistently larger for some subgroups, especially students qualifying for the FRPL. For 

example, the OSEDA (2004) analysis of 2003 MAP data reported the following effect sizes: 

communication arts (.21), mathematics (.19), science (.11), and social studies (.20). Even larger 

effect sizes were found for student achievement in schoolwide Title I schools: .29, .32, .16, and 

.25, respectively. These findings were consistent across OSEDA reports. In addition, students 

with IEPs and LEP students in eMINTS schools outscored their non-eMINTS peers by 

approximately one standard deviation in each of the four core subjects, and the differences in 

means were statistically significant at the .001 level (Martin, Strother, Weatherholt, & 

Dechaume, 2008; Strother, etal, 2006). ―The fact that the effects were most dramatic among the 
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highest-need students suggests that the kind of environments eMINTS teachers create in their 

classrooms may be particularly effective for these students‖ (Strother et al., 2006, p. 7). 

Analyses of the original two-year eMINTS program indicate that students of second-year 

eMINTS teachers significantly outscore non-eMINTS students and students with first-year 

eMINTS teachers (OSEDA, 2003c). Results of perhaps the strongest evaluation yet conducted 

appear to confirm this. Martin, Strother, and Reitzes, in a 2009 longitudinal analysis of student 

performance over two years (2007 to 2009) utilizing a matched schools design, found that 

students assigned to eMINTS classrooms for two consecutive years significantly outperformed 

students assigned to non-eMINTS classrooms for two consecutive years at Grades 5 and 6 in 

communication arts (p < .05) and mathematics (p < .001). In addition, scores of students having 

two years with eMINTS teachers compared with students having an eMINTS teacher for only 

one year were significantly greater in communication arts (p < .01) and mathematics (p < .001) 

at Grade 6. Moreover, the variance explained by students being enrolled in eMINTS classrooms 

for two consecutive years was sizeable, especially for mathematics (23.8 percent). 

A decade of evaluation on eMINTS consistently has shown promise in changing 

teachers’ practice and raising student achievement. In particular, these results were found to exist 

among intermediate elementary students (Grades 3–6) representing a range of demographics, in 

communication arts and mathematics, and in over 40 school districts across Missouri. While 

these studies show promise, there are inherent limitations in past evaluation designs, which 

suggest the need for a more rigorous evaluation design to substantiate the program’s efficacy. 

For example, none of the existing evaluations appears to account for the nesting of individuals at 

the classroom or school levels, which can result in underestimated error values and substantially 

increase type I error (i.e., the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true). 
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Evaluations conducted in 2004, 2005, and 2009 used a quasi-experimental design, comparing the 

performance of students in eMINTS classes with students in non-eMINTS classes by matching 

classes within the same school or district. This type of design does not account for unobservable 

variables that may create unequal groups and lead to selection bias. Evaluations conducted from 

2006–08 used a pre-post design with no comparison group. These designs similarly introduce the 

threat of selection bias and, without a group of similar comparison schools, cannot provide a 

reasonable estimate of what the results would have been had the program not been implemented.  

Further research also is needed to strengthen the program’s external validity by exploring 

its effectiveness in higher grade levels. Most of the evaluation work conducted on eMINTS 

during the past decade has focused on implementation fidelity and student impacts in elementary 

schools. Not surprisingly, Martin et al. (2008) note that a logical next step ―would be to seek 

funding for a randomized control trial to measure program impact on students and teachers…a 

number of evaluations have provided evidence of positive program impact on students, a 

randomized control trial would provide a stronger, causal case for program impact, should 

similar results be found‖ (p. 75). The eMINTS Validation Project intends to expand the existing 

knowledge base about eMINTS’ program effectiveness, especially as eMINTS refines and 

updates its programs (e.g., adding Intel Teach). Formative evaluation of Intel Teach ―Thinking 

with Technology‖ (Culp, Pasnik, Wexler, & Meade, 2005) found substantial evidence that 

teachers do translate Intel Teach course concepts into practice. By partnering with eMINTS, 

additional evidence about the impact of Intel Teach on student and teacher outcomes may be 

discovered. Since project participants include students from high-poverty, rural middle schools 

who are engaged to implement and evaluate the program in Grades 7–8, evaluators can study 

aspects of eMINTS PD and eMINTS+Intel Teach that are specifically designed to accelerate the 
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performance of these students through technology using standards- and inquiry-based learning.  

Teacher outcomes: eMINTS PD is designed to help teachers learn how to integrate 

technology into their teaching, use instructional strategies that promote standards- and 

inquiry‐based learning, and encourage collaboration and community building among students 

and teachers. One of the earliest reports (OSEDA, 2001a) presented the results of surveys taken 

by the first cohort of eMINTS teachers and administered at three different points over two years. 

In these early self-reports, teachers reported improvements in their inquiry-based teaching 

activities, their computer usage, and their perception of computing skills. A second report that 

focused on teacher change in lesson typology through multiple observations found that after one 

year of eMINTS implementation, participating teachers transitioned from teacher-centered 

models to hybrid or student-centered models (OSEDA, 2001b). Furthermore, early evaluations 

(OSEDA, 2003b) demonstrated a positive relationship between eMINTS training on inquiry-

based learning strategies and teachers’ enactment of those components in their practice.  

Recent eMINTS program evaluations have placed a focus on program fidelity and its 

impact on teacher mastery (Martin et al., 2008; Martin et al., 2009). EDC’s (2008) external 

evaluation found high levels of fidelity in program delivery, and teachers demonstrated high 

levels of mastery on technology integration and inquiry-based learning strategies. The evaluation 

also found significant positive correlations between program fidelity and teacher mastery scores 

on eMINTS lesson planning processes (Martin et al., 2008). Specifically, the following factors of 

program fidelity were correlated with lesson planning at the .01 level of significance: scaffolding 

instruction (.263), active work/learning (.296), modeling instruction (.388), technology 

utilization (.268), connection to practice (.217), and inquiry-based learning (.205). EDC’s (2009) 

evaluation substantiated these findings, adding that ―evidence [suggests] that the more closely 
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aligned the local implementation of eMINTS is to core program goals, the greater the impact the 

program has on teachers’ understanding of PD concepts and on students’ performance on 

standardized assessments.‖ In communication arts and mathematics for Grades 4 and 5, 

correlation between PD fidelity and student achievement is significant at the .05 level in both 

2007 and 2008. Of the various components of PD fidelity, technology utilization and inquiry-

based learning became more strongly correlated with student test scores in both communication 

arts and mathematics as students gained experience with eMINTS (Martin et al., in press). 

Section C: Experience of the Eligible Applicant 

eMINTS’ past performance in implementing complex projects: The eMINTS National 

Center has the experience to implement the eMINTS Validation Project. The entire multifaceted 

intervention, including fidelity measures, program materials, and implementation or processes 

has been developed, refined and tested by eMINTS staff throughout the past 10 years. Ninety 

percent of eMINTS leadership team members have been with eMINTS for at least eight of the 

last 10 years, providing overall program stability and continuity.  

eMINTS has an extensive level of past performance in successfully managing complex 

projects. As the recipient of more than $12,000,000 in grants and contracts over the past 10 

years, eMINTS always has met deliverables specified in grants and contracts to the satisfaction 

of the grantors/contractors. The complex projects represented in grants and contracts awarded 

include replication of eMINTS for hundreds of districts across multiple states and in Australia 

and completion of research studies. Working with large numbers of districts across multiple 

years is a strength for eMINTS staff that are strategically dispersed across Missouri. eMINTS 

ensures that grant/contract deliverables are tracked, documented, and achieved through the use of 

Web-based project management software and the University of Missouri (UM) infrastructure.  
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eMINTS also operates the e-Learning for Educators: Missouri program, another complex 

project. e-Learning builds Missouri’s capacity to develop and deliver high-quality online PD. As 

part of a 10-state consortium, e-Learning is funded by a Ready-to-Teach grant. eMINTS has 

completed program requirements for e-Learning and successfully established its sustainability.  

 Located on the UM campus in Columbia, eMINTS has access to university resources in 

addition to its internal capacity to support the proposed project. UM is a member of the 

American Association of Universities (AAU) and is classified as ―Research I‖ by the Carnegie 

Foundation. The full technological, business services and human resources assets of UM are 

available to eMINTS to support the project. eMINTS abides by all UM IRB policies to protect 

human subject research activities and to assure compliance with governing federal regulations of 

the U.S. Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP).  

eMINTS’ demonstration of closing achievement gaps/ increasing student achievement: 

The eMINTS National Center has earned a reputation for high-quality service. Rick Gaisford, 

director, Utah’s State Department of Instructional Technology, and Wayne Hartschuh, Ph.D., 

executive director, Delaware Center for Educational Technology, testified before Congress in 

2009 about the effectiveness of eMINTS in closing the achievement gaps and increasing student 

achievement for all groups in their states. See Section B for more information on student impact.  

Experience of New Franklin School District—official local education agency (LEA): New 

Franklin R-1 School District (NFSD) is the official LEA partner. NFSD received competitive 

awards to implement eMINTS in 2006–07 and 2007–08. As a high-need rural district that has 

implemented eMINTS successfully, NFSD is an ideal partner. In 2009, NFSD met all adequate 

yearly progress (AYP) requirements in ELA, mathematics, attendance, and graduation rate, 

earning DESE’s ―Distinction in Performance‖ in 2008–09 and in 2009–10 (see Appendix D). 
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Section D: Project Evaluation 

The eMINTS Validation Project evaluation seeks to address key questions about the impact 

of eMINTS PD on student achievement and teacher practice. The study confirmatory questions 

pertain to student achievement outcomes: 

1. What is the impact of eMINTS PD on seventh- and eighth-grade students’ performance in 

mathematics and ELA after one year of exposure to eMINTS-trained teachers? 

2. What is the impact of eMINTS PD on seventh- and eighth-grade students’ performance in 

mathematics and ELA after two years of exposure to eMINTS-trained teachers? 

3. Does eMINTS+Intel Teach PD result in a greater impact on seventh- and eighth-grade 

students’ performance in mathematics and ELA relative to eMINTS PD and to control?  

In addition, exploratory questions on student outcomes and teacher practice will be examined. 

First, the evaluation will address the same three questions above but applied to: 

 Secondary student outcomes of academic orientation and 21st century skills 

 Teacher practice outcomes of standards-based instruction, inquiry-based learning, classroom 

community, and technology integration practices 

Second, the impact of variations across subgroups of students will be examined: 

 After one and two years of exposure to eMINTS-trained teachers, do the impacts on seventh- 

and eighth-grade students’ outcomes vary across different student subgroups? 

 Are there any variations across student subgroups in the impacts of eMINTS+Intel Teach 

relative to eMINTS and to control? 

Finally, the study will explore whether differing years of student exposure to eMINTS-trained 

teachers results in variations in impact on achievement by comparing performance of students 

exposed to eMINTS in the first two years of the study relative to students in control schools. 
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Evaluation/research design: LPA will use a cluster randomized design that randomly assigns 60 

schools to one of three groups. See Appendix H for details of the power analysis used to arrive at 

a sample size of 60 schools. As shown in Table 1, schools assigned to Group 1 will receive the 

eMINTS two-year PD program (eMINTS) beginning in fall 2011; Group 2 will receive eMINTS 

two-year PD beginning in fall 2011 plus a third year of Intel
®
 Teach PD (eMINTS+Intel Teach) 

beginning in fall 2013; and Group 3 will conduct business as usual (BAU) with no exposure to 

the eMINTS or eMINTS+Intel Teach (Control) until fall 2014.  

Table 1: School Assignment  

Summer 

2010 
Fall 2010 

Fall 

2011 

Fall 

2012 

Fall 

2013 

Fall 

2014 

Fall 

2015 

Qualify 

60 

schools 

for 

project 

 

Random 

Assign-

ment of 

N=60  

schools 

 

Group 1 

eMINTS 

N=20 

eMINTS

Year 1
 

eMINTS 

Year 2 

No PD No PD No PD 

Group 2 

eMINTS+ 

Intel 

Teach 

N=20 

eMINTS

Year 1 

eMINTS 

Year 2
 

eMINTS 

+Intel  

Teach
 

No PD No PD 

Group 3 

Control 

N=20 

BAU BAU BAU 

eMINTS 

Year 1 

eMINTS 

Year 2
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Sample: Participating study schools will be high-poverty, rural Missouri middle schools. To 

qualify, schools must meet requirements under Title I (schoolwide or targeted) or Title II.D (50 

percent of students in poverty) and be part of the Small Rural School Achievement (SRSA) program 

or the Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) program authorized under ESEA Title VI, Part B.  

Incentives for schools assigned to BAU condition: eMINTS will be provided to schools 

assigned to the BAU condition in fall 2014. Demand for eMINTS among high-poverty rural 

Missouri districts far exceeds the number that can be funded by federal or state funds, so it is 

expected that this incentive will be sufficient to motivate schools to participate and remain in the 

study even if assigned to the BAU condition. Only 36 percent of eligible Title II.D districts 

applying for eMINTS were awarded grants in the past seven years. No additional grants are 

planned due to cuts in Title II.D. State funding for eMINTS is not available. Within two weeks, 

68 letters of interest were received from schools eligible to participate, indicating high demand 

for eMINTS and schools’ willingness to wait three years if they are guaranteed an opportunity to 

implement eMINTS. Teachers in the BAU condition will receive a stipend for their cooperation. 

Data collection: Table 2 summarizes data collection plans for teacher and student 

outcomes from spring (Sp) 2011 to spring (Sp) 2014 and for fidelity measures from fall (F) 2011 

to spring (Sp) 2014. Student outcome data includes MAP results in ELA and mathematics. 

Students’ academic orientation and 21st century skills will be studied using annual student 

surveys and Learning.com’s 21st Century Skills Assessment (Condon, C., Dawson, M., Molefe, 

A., & Swanlund, A., 2009), respectively. Teacher outcomes will be measured through annual 

surveys and classroom observations. Fidelity measures include observations of PD sessions, logs 

detailing in-classroom coaching activities, and audits of technology resources at each school site. 

Appendix H provides detailed descriptions of the measures. 
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Table 2: Data Collection Timeline 

 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Outcomes F Sp F Sp F Sp F Sp 
 

MAP test (math, ELA)  X  X  X  X  

Student 21st century 

skills test  X  X  X  X 

 

Student survey  X  X  X  X  

Teacher survey  X  X  X  X  

Classroom observation  X  X  X  X  

Fidelity measures          

PD observations   X X X X X X  

eIS coaching logs    X X X X X X  

PD/attendance records   X X X X X X  

Technology audit   X  X  X   

Teacher lesson plan    X  X  X  
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Implementation fidelity: To fully understand the PD provided to staff in schools assigned 

to eMINTS and eMINTS+Intel Teach, PD sessions will be observed and logs of eIS will be 

collected along with records of in-classroom coaching, records of the total hours of PD delivered 

to schools, and implementation audits of key technology resources such as computers, SMART 

Boards (interactive whiteboards), software, and other resources associated with eMINTS 

program implementation. These data sources allow the determination of the extent to which eIS 

implement the essential eMINTS program components in the schools participating in this study. 

To assess the receipt of eMINTS services by school staff, we will collect data on teacher 

attendance at each PD session and one structured lesson plan from each teacher, which is 

required as part of the eMINTS program. Appendix H provides a timeline of the eMINTS PD 

and a detailed description of the measures evaluators will use to assess implementation fidelity. 

As part of the overall fidelity assessment, treatment differentiation will be included in the 

definition of treatment fidelity (Cordray & Pion, 2006; Waltz, Addis, Koerner, & Jacobson, 

1993). Treatment differentiation suggests that the underlying constructs embedded in the 

treatment should be stronger or different from the counterfactual condition. Measuring this 

differentiation requires a parallel ―fidelity‖ assessment of programmatic components in both 

conditions (Hulleman & Cordray, 2009). This assessment is referred to as the achieved relative 

strength of the contrast (Cordray & Jacobs, 2005), or the difference between the treatment as 

implemented and the control as implemented (Hulleman & Cordray, 2009). To assess the 

achieved relative strength of the intervention, indices will be developed to contrast the eMINTS 

and BAU condition after two years (in 2013), and the eMINTS+Intel Teach and eMINTS-only 

condition (in 2014). These indices will be derived from the same measures used as teacher 

outcomes and intermediate student outcomes (e.g., academic orientation and 21st century skills). 
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Analysis: The randomization of schools to an eMINTS, eMINTS+Intel Teach, or control 

condition provides a strong framework with which to accurately estimate program impact. This 

is because the randomization of a sufficient number of participants to one of three conditions 

should, on average, equalize any measured and unmeasured baseline differences among the three 

groups that may confound impact estimates. Nevertheless, to obtain more precise estimates 

evaluators will directly account for student, classroom, and school characteristics in the analytic 

models. Because of the natural clustering of students within schools, evaluators will account for 

variances that occur at different levels by positing two-level hierarchical models for student 

outcomes. Although students are nested within classrooms that are nested within schools, a 

majority of the prospective participating schools will most likely have only one or two teachers 

per subject per grade, leaving insufficient power to assess classroom variability within schools. 

The implication of the two-level model is that variability in student outcomes between 

classrooms within schools is completely confounded with variability between schools. For 

questions pertaining to teacher practices, conventional single-level models that account for fixed 

school, grade, and subject area effects will be employed. For student outcomes, evaluators will 

estimate the overall impacts of the program separately for mathematics and ELA using the 

pooled sample of seventh- and eighth-grade students. To answer the first confirmatory research 

question, evaluators will fit the following model to the pooled sample after spring 2013: 

Level 1 (students):   

Level 2 (schools):   

 

where  is the achievement (i.e., ELA or mathematics test score) of student  in school ;  is a 
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treatment status indicator that is equal to 1 for eMINTS schools and 0 for comparison schools; 

 is a grade-level indicator that is equal to –½ for eighth-grade students and ½ for seventh-

grade students;  is a row vector of background characteristics (e.g., prior academic 

achievement, race/ethnicity) of student  in school ;  is a row vector of teacher characteristics 

(e.g., teaching experience, degrees held, gender) for student  in school ;  is a row vector of 

characteristics (e.g., average school achievement, percentage of racial/ethnic minority students, 

school size) for school ; and  and  are random residuals at the student and school levels, 

respectively. Note that by centering a student’s grade-level indicator at zero (that is, by coding 

grade level as –½ for seventh graders and ½ for eighth graders), evaluators are implicitly 

controlling for differences in the proportions of seventh and eighth graders across schools. 

 With the above formulation,  is the overall average achievement level of seventh and 

eighth graders,  is the average level of achievement gap between seventh and eighth graders, 

and , the parameter of interest, is the overall impact of the eMINTS program on the 

performance of seventh and eighth graders in a particular subject area on MAP administered in 

spring 2013. As part of the exploratory analyses, evaluators can also estimate grade-specific 

impact estimates on each subject area by simply extending the above model, allowing the grade-

level indicator to vary non randomly as a function of the treatment indicator. That is, at level 

two, the coefficient for  can be modeled as + . In this case,  would be 

the overall impact of the eMINTS program on the performance of seventh graders, and 

 would be the corresponding impact on eighth graders. 

To answer research questions 2 and 3, evaluators will employ similar models as above 

except that the model for the school-specific intercept will be specified as 
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, where  is equal to 1 for eMINTS+Intel Teach and 0 for 

control. Thus,  and  are the estimated impacts of eMINTS and eMINTS+Intel Teach, 

respectively, relative to the control, and  is the estimated impact of eMINTS+Intel Teach 

relative to eMINTS (original two-year program) using MAP results from spring 2014.  

The exploratory questions on the secondary student outcomes (academic orientation and 

21st century skills) will employ similar models as above. To examine impacts on specific student 

subgroups of interest, the above models can easily be modified to include an interaction of the 

treatment indicator(s) with the appropriate student-level covariates (e.g., race/ethnicity).  

Exploratory impact analysis of teacher outcomes will employ a standard single-level
1
 

analysis of covariance model on the sample of teachers pooled across subjects and grades: 

  

where  is the outcome (e.g., index of standards-based instruction) of teacher  in school ;  is 

a treatment indicator that is equal to 1 if school  is an eMINTS school, and 0 if it is a 

comparison school;  and  are, respectively, the grade-level and subject taught by 

teacher  in school; and  and  are baseline teacher and school characteristics, respectively.  

                                                           
1
 Sample size and power considerations preclude using a two-level (teachers within schools) 

random effects model for teacher outcomes. Because it is well known that ordinary least squares 

estimators that ignore clustering yield standard errors that are downwardly biased, and 

consequently, inflated Type I errors, adjustments will be applied for clustering in effect-size 

estimators. Specifically, Hedge’s effect size estimator, g, with clustering correction (Hedges, 

2005; What Works Clearinghouse, 2008) will be used. 
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For analysis of teacher outcomes in spring 2013 and 2014, this model will be modified 

analogously to the models for student outcomes by adding a treatment indicator for 

eMINTS+Intel Teach. Further, to obtain impact estimates for specific subjects (mathematics or 

ELA) or grades, appropriate interactions with the treatment indicator will be incorporated.  

Finally, questions on differential program impact due to differing amounts of student 

exposure to the eMINTS program will be addressed by fitting the two-level models for student 

outcomes to the appropriate subset of students (e.g., students who were exposed to eMINTS in 

the first two years of the project [fall 2011–spring 2013] relative to students who were in control 

schools in those years and those who were exposed to eMINTS+Intel Teach for three years of the 

project [fall 2011–spring 2014] relative to those who were in control schools for those years). 

Section E: Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

Number of students to be reached and capacity. Information about the proposed project 

and opportunities for participation were e-mailed to 189 superintendents in districts identified 

preliminarily by Learning Point Associates (LPA) researchers as meeting evaluation study 

guidelines. Of schools identified as being preliminarily eligible, 68 schools submitted letters of 

interest indicating their willingness to participate in the project (see Appendix D).  

 The number of students/teachers to be reached by the project is estimated in Table 3. 

Table 3: Number of Students and Teachers in Project 

Project Year 1 2 3 4 5 

Students 3,000 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 

Teachers 40 40 20 20 20 

eMINTS’ and NFSD capacity to bring project to scale: eMINTS has implemented its 
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program successfully in support of at least 4,000 students or more each year for the past 10 

years. eMINTS’ experience indicates that one eIS is needed to serve approximately 15–20 

middle school teachers, who each may teach up to 120–125 students. With 16 full-time eIS 

supported by 14 administrative/support staff and the NFSD local eIS, the capacity to reach the 

proposed number of students and teachers across the duration of the project clearly exists.  

Feasibility of project to scale (regional and national): The capacity of eMINTS to scale 

the project implementation to state, regional, or national levels is verified by seven years of 

experience in scaling eMINTS PD across multiple states and in Australia. eMINTS developed a 

―train-the-trainer‖ program in 2003 to facilitate scaling. The program provides schools/districts 

with the capacity to scale eMINTS locally without relying directly on eMINTS to provide PD. 

eMINTS has trained and provides support to more than 150 trainers across nine states who 

deliver eMINTS PD locally. The program has made it possible for eMINTS to scale in Missouri, 

nationally, and internationally at relatively high levels even for a nonprofit university entity.  

eMINTS has created electronic password-protected access to all approved eMINTS PD 

materials for participating teachers, eIS, and certified district-level trainers using the Moodle 

learning management system. The eMINTS Moodle is housed on a secure server, remotely 

backed up, and supported by a Moodle hosting entity with more than eight years of experience.  

 eMINTS has invested time and funding in the development, validation, and ongoing use 

of processes and instruments to measure and ensure program fidelity if positive results are 

obtained as a result of the project. EDC was selected in 2006 through a competitive bid process 

to design, develop, and deliver external evaluation services, including validation of program 

fidelity measures that will be used in the project and for future scaling efforts. eMINTS has three 

years of experience using the fidelity processes to assure districts that their eMINTS 
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implementations, including the use of the train-the-trainer program, are progressing within 

validated guidelines. NFSD was part of the original program fidelity work and has experience in 

supporting eMINTS fidelity processes. eMINTS recognizes the importance of program fidelity in 

guaranteeing that teachers understand program concepts and improved student outcomes result.  

 Evidence of the ease of use and user satisfaction with eMINTS has been documented in 

multiple publications, including articles written by educators implementing eMINTS in Missouri 

(McEowen, 2009) and in other states (Gaisford & Webb, 2006). Educators uniformly rate 

eMINTS ease of implementation and their satisfaction with eMINTS at an average of 4.6 or 

higher on a Likert scale, where ―1‖ indicates ―very unsatisfied‖ and ―5‖ indicates ―highly 

satisfied.‖ eMINTS surveys participants anonymously twice each year about their PD program 

and has retained more than eight years of formative survey data regarding user perceptions.  

 Estimates of cost: Table 4 provides estimated costs (startup and annual ongoing 

operation) of the proposed project for the students who will be targeted for the project and for 

100,000, 250,000, and 500,000 students. Projected costs include indirect costs pertinent to the 

applicants and all partners involved. Note: Cost per student for 100,000, 250,000, and 500,000 

students does not include full program evaluation costs that are part of the proposal.  

Table 4: Estimated Costs Per Student (Project, 100,000, 250,000, and 500,000) 

Year Cost Per 

Student 

10,500 

Students 

100,000 

Students 

250,000 

Students 

500,000 

Students 

Start-up  $483 $44,452,438 $111,131,095 $222,262,190 

Ongoing    $157 $15,759,914 $39,399,786 $78,799,571 

Ongoing  $83 $4,622,504 $11,556,262 $23,112,523 
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Mechanisms to disseminate project information: Four major audiences are planned for 

dissemination activities: other state education agencies (SEAs), LEAs within Missouri and other 

states, educational researchers interested in standards-based instruction and PD, and educational 

policymakers. eMINTS has structured and sustained close professional partnerships with key 

SEAs, including the Missouri K–12 and higher education agencies, and SEAs in other states. The 

State Education Technology Directors Association (SETDA) has proposed to partner with 

eMINTS to enhance dissemination and increase success in scale-up efforts using all of their 

available networks and relationships (see SETDA proposal and letter of support in Appendix D).  

 In Years 4 and 5 of the project, key resources developed by the project, including 

descriptions of implementations in each district, program implementation protocols, interim and 

final evaluation research reports, presentations and articles about selected implementations, and 

collections of lessons learned about effective practices all will be made available on the eMINTS 

website. The Missouri School Boards Association (MSBA) and the Missouri SEA (DESE) have 

agreed to provide website space to disseminate key project outcomes. eMINTS staff, NFSD staff 

and LPA project staff will arrange to present at national, regional, and local conferences and 

write articles to be submitted to journals for administrators, teachers, and researchers. LPA will 

take primary responsibility for publications and presentations to the research community; 

eMINTS, NFSD, and LEAs will take responsibility for dissemination to SEA technology 

directors, PD leaders, and other schools through national organizations. SMART Technologies 

has agreed to continue their past support of eMINTS by sponsoring travel costs for staff and 

teachers to make presentations about the eMINTS Validation Project at national conferences.  

Section F: Sustainability 

Resources and support to operate project beyond grant period: eMINTS has sustained 
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itself as an independent business unit with an operating budget of more than $3,000,000 annually 

since 2003. With reserve operational funds of 20 percent, eMINTS has the fiscal capacity to 

manage the project effectively during and following the grant funding period. eMINTS staff are 

experienced veteran educators who have managed the program since its inception. eMINTS is an 

official Intel Teach Affiliate (ITA) and has Intel’s support to train cadres of Master and Senior 

Trainers throughout the grant funding period. eMINTS is well positioned to administer the grant, 

support replications across the U.S., and sustain program operations beyond the grant period.  

 The eMINTS Validation Project has the support of the Vice President Steve Graham, UM 

Office of Academic Affairs; Commissioner Chris Nicastro, Missouri DESE; Commissioner 

Robert Stein, Missouri DHE; and Executive Director Carter Ward MSBA, whose letters of 

support in Appendix D indicate that strong working relationships with eMINTS will support the 

project’s activities and provide for sustainability. Endorsements by these agencies provide access 

to critical groups of stakeholders and policymakers who can add to the program’s sustainability. 

Potential and planning for incorporation of project into ongoing work of applicant and 

partners: The project represents the core work of the eMINTS National Center. It is the lynchpin 

in securing 10 years of effort in developing high-quality PD that will propel standards-based 

education supported by technology to the forefront of education. Every operational aspect of the 

eMINTS National Center is devoted to sustaining project activities and benefits of the ongoing 

work. eMINTS has secured long-term partnerships with a diverse group of stakeholders, 

including corporate sponsors and SETDA (see Appendix D), to ensure sustainability at the end 

of the grant period. NFSD’s agreement to serve as official partner strengthened Apple’s and 

SMART Technologies’ project commitments of due to their previous relationships with NFSD 

and the district’s sustained support of eMINTS. The eMINTS Advisory Board includes 
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stakeholders who are invested in the program. They provide guidance to eMINTS leadership in 

policy formation, strategic planning, fiscal planning, resource development and ensuring overall 

program accountability. The eMINTS Advisory Board will help sustain the program during and 

after the grant period by acting as partners who build critical relationships, sponsors who 

advocate for eMINTS, and resource developers who secure essential resources and connections.  

Section G: Management Plan and Key Personnel  

Adequacy of the management plan: The management plan for achieving project goals and 

objectives on time and within budget will follow plans used in the management of other 

successful projects. eMINTS routinely defines project responsibilities and sets timelines and 

milestones for project tasks and monitors them, correcting the course as needed. Project 

management software will be used to ensure project deliverables are on time and within budget. 

The UM Office of Academic Affairs will provide additional internal monitoring of project 

activities and deliverables along with the eMINTS Advisory Board. 

A Project Management Team (PMT), led by senior project staff from eMINTS, LPA and 

NFSD, will be structured to include representatives from all partner groups. The PMT will meet 

at least monthly to set overall priorities, review and revise existing eMINTS implementation 

requirements, and manage work groups to coordinate the work of staff from various partner 

groups. Work groups will handle tasks including management of partner LEA contracts, 

coordination of evaluation / research activities in LEAs, preparation and delivery of eMINTS PD 

and eMINTS+Intel Teach, and technical assistance to LEAs in installing required technology 

resources. Table 5 specifies project tasks, responsibilities, timelines, and milestones.  

Table 5: Project Management Plan 
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Year 1 (10/10 through 9/11) 

Activity Responsible Party Benchmark/Milestone Date 

Create project management team eMINTS First meeting held by 10/5/10 

Verify eligibility of project LEAs LPA/eMINTS Sixty LEAs qualify by award 

Assign LEAs to groups LPA Groups created by 10/15/10 

Hold Group Orientation  eMINTS Orientation completed 11/15/10 

Complete contract documents eMINTS Finalized by 12/31/10 

LEAs order/install all technology LEAs Ordered and installed by 6/30/11 

Provide technical assistance and 

monitoring to LEAs 

eMINTS/NFSD Technology resources 

functional—Groups 1 and 2 

schools by 7/15/11 

Finalize evaluation/study 

instruments 

LPA/eMINTS Submitted to IRB by 2/28/11 

Baseline student and teacher data 

collection (Groups 1, 2, 3) 

LPA/NFSD 
Data collected from Groups 1, 2, 

and 3 by 5/30/11 

Groups 1 and 2 begin Year 1  

eMINTS PD 

eMINTS Year 1 PD begins by 8/31/11 

Project dissemination activities eMINTS/SETDA Initial dissemination by 9/30/11 

Develop scalability/sustainability 

plans 

 
eMINTS 

Plans developed with input from 

stakeholders by 9/30/11 
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Year 2 (10/11 through 9/12) 

Fidelity data collection (Groups 1 

and 2) 

LPA/NFSD Collected by 12/15/11 and 

5/30/12 

On-site monitoring of eMINTS 

implementations 

eMINTS Ongoing throughout 2011-2012 

school year 

Data collection (Groups 1, 2, 3) LPA/NFSD Collected by 6/30/12 

Project dissemination continues eMINTS/SETDA Ongoing throughout 2011–12 

Groups 1 and 2 begin Year 2  

eMINTS PD 

eMINTS Year 2 PD begins by 8/31/12 

Approve scalability / sustainability 

plans 

eMINTS 
Plans approved by stakeholders 

9/30/12 

Year 3 (10/12 through 9/13) 

Groups 1 and 2 end eMINTS PD eMINTS PD completed by 6/30/12 

Fidelity data collection (Groups 1 

and 2) 

LPA 
Collected by 12/15/12 and 

5/30/13 

Student and teacher data collection  LPA Data collected by 6/30/13 

Project dissemination continues eMINTS/NFSD/SETDA Ongoing throughout 2012–13 

Group 2 begins eMINTS+Intel 

Teach 

eMINTS PD begins by 8/31/13 

Implement and monitor scalability/ 
eMINTS 

Plans monitored by stakeholders 
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sustainability plans  through 2013  

Year 4 (10/13 through 9/14) 

Group 3 implementation meeting eMINTS Meeting completed by 11/15/13 

Complete contract documents eMINTS Group 3 finalized by 12/31/13 

Group 3 orders/installs technology LEAs Ordered and installed by 6/30/14 

Provide technical assistance and 

monitoring to Group 3 LEAs 

eMINTS/NFSD 
Technology resources 

functional—Group 3 by 7/15/14 

Fidelity data collection (Group 3) LPA Collected by 12/15/13 and 

5/30/14 

Student and teacher data collection  LPA Data collected by 6/30/14 

Project dissemination continues eMINTS/LPA/SETDA Ongoing throughout 2013–14 

Group 3 begins Year 1 eMINTS PD eMINTS Year 1 PD begins by 8/31/14 

Implement and monitor scalability/ 

sustainability plans  

eMINTS 
Plans monitored by stakeholders 

through 2013  

Year 5 (10/14 through 9/15) 

Data analysis and initial findings LPA Analyses completed by 1/30/15 

Initial findings report developed LPA Report completed by 4/30/15 

Continue project dissemination LPA/eMINTS Initial findings by 6/1/15 

Final report submitted LPA/eMINTS  Report submitted by 9/30/15 
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Project scalability and sustainability 

plans implemented if results positive 

eMINTS/DESE/ 

DHE/MSBA 

Project scaled and sustained 

through 2015 and beyond 

Ongoing project results 

dissemination 

LPA/eMINTS/LEAs/ 

SETDA 

Ongoing through 2015 

  
Experience of Learning Point Associates (LPA)—external evaluator: LPA is a 25-year-

old nonprofit organization and has evaluated the implementation and impact of innovations 

designed to improve the performance, achievement, and attainment of high-risk students in 

thousands of schools and local education settings for the U.S. Department of Education, many 

state education agencies, numerous LEAs, and a range of private-sector nonprofit and for-profit 

entities. See www.learningpt.org for additional information. LPA designs and conducts mixed-

method evaluations that maintain rigorous standards while serving client needs and 

accommodating constraints related to budgets, timelines, and evaluation audiences and 

conditions. LPA conducts external evaluations that assess program effectiveness, fidelity to 

program design, level of implementation, and related factors. The organization’s capacity to 

balance client need for information and high methodological standards is due to its knowledge 

and experience with a repertoire of evaluation designs, including randomized experiments, quasi 

experiments utilizing matched-comparison groups and regression discontinuity, and descriptive 

cross-sectional studies. LPA has experience in conducting case-study evaluations and cross-case 

analyses using a broad range of qualitative methodologies to understand program characteristics 

and impact. LPA’s ongoing experimental research studies of educational interventions include 

the IES-funded randomized trials of Indiana’s System of Diagnostic Assessments and the 

Content Literacy Continuum schoolwide adolescent literacy program among others.   
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Qualifications of key project personnel and evaluators: Key project personnel and 

evaluators have the training and experience to achieve project objectives (see Appendix C).  

 Project Director—Monica Beglau, Ed.D., earned her doctoral degree in educational 

leadership from the University of Wyoming and has served as executive director of the eMINTS 

National Center since 2000. She has previous experience with two school-university partnership 

projects (in Wyoming and Missouri) and has 18 years experience in K–12 education as an 

elementary principal and teacher. She has made numerous presentations to national and 

international audiences about the eMINTS programs, educational technology, and professional 

development. Dr. Beglau has extensive experience in planning, managing, and sustaining major 

grant- and contract-funded educational initiatives and budget development and accountability.    

 Assistant Project Director—Lorie Kaplan anticipates the completion of her doctoral 

degree in educational leadership and policy analysis from the University of Missouri in May 

2011 and has served in various leadership roles for eMINTS since 2000. She also has three years 

of experience as a management analyst for quality and planning on other UM projects. Ms. 

Kaplan has knowledge of Missouri’s education system and school district complexities.  

NFSD Project Liaison—David Haggard, Ed.D., has a doctorate of education in 

educational leadership and is superintendent of the NFSD. He has served as an administrator in 

NFSD for 10 years and is well versed in all aspects of eMINTS. Dr. Haggard has also served as 

president of the Missouri State Teachers Association (MSTA) making numerous presentations. 

 Lead Project Evaluator—W. Christopher Brandt, Ph.D., is a senior research associate 

for the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Midwest at LPA. Dr. Brandt has led projects that 

utilize a wide range of quantitative and qualitative methods to study and evaluate numerous state 

and district reform efforts. Currently, he is overseeing a three-year randomized controlled trial 
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funded by IES that investigates the impact of a computer-adaptive assessment system on teacher 

practice and student achievement. He completed two studies describing state and local teacher 

evaluation policy and guidance in the Midwest region and led a team to assist the Milwaukee 

Public Schools in developing and validating assessments to evaluate summer school programs. 

Assistant Project Evaluator—Coby Meyers, Ph.D., is a research associate at LPA 

where he designs surveys, analyzes interview and other qualitative data, conducts statistical 

analyses, and pursues grants and other external funding. Dr. Meyers also plays integral roles in 

various school turnaround initiatives—an area in which he has presented and published, 

including coauthoring one book, Turning Around Failing Schools: Leadership Lessons From the 

Organizational Sciences, and two refereed journal articles. Dr. Meyers is proficient in Stata, 

SAS, HLM, and Nvivo8. He also has practical in-class experience as a secondary English and 

literature teacher. He earned a master’s degree in secondary education and English at the 

University of Kentucky and a doctoral degree in education policy at Vanderbilt University. 

Project Statistician—Ayrin C. Molefe, Ph. D., is a statistician/methodologist at LPA 

with a doctoral degree in statistics from Northern Illinois University who works on the REL 

Midwest team on two IES-funded, cluster-randomized studies: (1) an evaluation of the Measures 

of Academic Progress (MAP) program (led by David Cordray, Ph.D., of Vanderbilt University) 

and (2) a study of the impact of Indiana’s System of Diagnostic Assessments. Dr. Molefe has 

more than 10 years of extensive SAS programming experience and is well versed in R, S-PLUS, 

SYSTAT, and Minitab software. Dr. Molefe recently completed extensive training in 

randomized controlled trials under Larry Hedges and Mark Lipsey, quasi-experimental methods 

under Tom Cook and Will Shadish, hierarchical linear models under Stephen Raudenbush and 

Anthony Bryk, and missing data techniques under Paul Allison.  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 



 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

A1. The technology-based teacher professional development program will 
aid Missouri in middle school curriculum reform in line with the Common 
Core Standards adoption (e2). The approach is comprehensive in that 
includes technology resources, 250 hours of training and classroom visits.  
A2. The project goals related to student outcomes focus on seventh and 
eighth grade increases in academic success in mathematics and language arts 
(e5). These goals will be met by training teachers on inquiry-based 
instruction and lesson design (e6). 
A3. The proposal cites research that supports a PD strategy (Jacob & 
Lefgren, Desimone, e7) and an evaluation study that supports the use of Intel 
Teach (Light & Martin, e8).  

 
Weaknesses 

A1. No weaknesses found.  
A2. The approach of inquiry-based instruction and lesson design are generic 
approaches, the proposal does not include details on how it will be aligned 
with mathematics or language arts content.  
A3. No weaknesses found.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 



(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

C1. The applicant, eMints National Center, has past success in implementing 
this program in 9 states.  
C2. The evaluation studies reported on e9-11 indicate that students in which 
teachers went through the eMints program do much better than those that do 



not. The findings hold up for at-risks students, students with IEPs, Title I 
schools, and those who qualify for FRPL (e10). 

 
Weaknesses 

C1. No weaknesses found. 
C2. No weaknesses found.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 



(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

E1. The project's strategy intends to serve 10,500 high-need rural middle 
school students through 240 teachers.  
E2. eMints has delivered this program to 4000 teachers over the last 10 
years. 16 EISs will be hired to support teachers (e25).  
E3. eMint's train-the-trainer approach (e25) supports replication at statewide 
and regional scale. Materials housed online on a central Moodle also helps 
with replication at scale (e25). 
E4. The applicant does provide an estimate of costs at scale, the ongoing cost 
per student at $83 (e26). 
E5. Documentation of the program implementation and evaluation will be 
made publicly available on the eMints website (e27). 

 
Weaknesses 

E1.  
E2. The weakness of this approach is centered on the need for high level of 
financial resources to replicate this project successfully.  
E3.  
E4. The startup cost at $483 per student is a barrier to replication at larger 
scales. 
E5.  

 



Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

F1.  Submitted letters of support include corporate supporters, state board of 
education and 68 schools (e24).  
F2. eMints' long history indicates that it will continue to implement their 
program to others in the future (e28).  

 
Weaknesses 

F1.  
F2. There is no discussion of continued implementation to Missouri by 
eMints beyond the life of the grant (e28).  

 

Reader's Score: 7 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.



Strengths 

G1. The management timeline (e30-3) outlines the partner responsibilities 
and dates of completion. 
G2. The project director, Beglau, and assistant project director, Kaplan, are 
qualified to manage  this project in that have worked with eMints for 10 
years (e34). 
G3. Learning Point Associates is a well known evaluation firm that is 
qualified and experience with conducting the proposed evaluation (e33).  

 
Weaknesses 

G1. Greater detail at the LEA and school level implementation tasks would 
strengthen this proposal. 
G2.  
G3.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

Not Addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

Not Addressed  
 



Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Not Addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

Not Addressed  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Not Addressed  

 
Weaknesses 



Not Addressed  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

This project will provide technology-based professional development to 
teachers in rural Missouri that would not otherwise be available.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/08/2010 7:35 PM    
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

A1. The proposal aims to provide professional development to rural school 
staff that will provide them with the tools to transfer the professional 
development into classroom practice. 
 
A1. Professional development will include instruction on standards and 
assessment so that data from the assessments can used to develop technology 
based instruction that engage students. 
 
A2. The action plan for achievement of the overall goal is provided in 
Appendix H and clearly lists the activities to be accomplished. 
 
A3.  The specific goal and corresponding objectives are provided beginning 
on page 4 (e4) followed research that supports the use of this particular 
approach to professional development. 

 
Weaknesses 

A2.  Information regarding the relationship of some of the activities (such as 
Collaboration Sessions as listed in Appendix H) to the goal has not been 
established or is unclear.  

 

Reader's Score: 17 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 



evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

C1. The applicant and associated personnel have had many years (over 10) 
of experience providing this type of professional development with 
success.  They have provided this training to schools in several states. 
 
C1. The proposal notes (p. 15; e15) that New Franklin School District met 



AYP.  This is an indication of positive academic achievement of the 
subgroup areas.  

 
Weaknesses 

C2. On page 15 (e15) of the application, demonstration of closing the 
achievement gap is stated, without percentages or details, along with the 
referral to "Section B for more information on student impact."  Section B 
could not be found.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 



number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

E1. Previous experience of the applicant indicates its ability to provide for 
the needs of the project as outlined in the proposal.  In other states, the 
applicant has been able to provide training that would impact 4,000 or more 
students per year whereas this proposal has at most 3,000 in a year. 
 
E2.  Through the use of a train the trainers model, the applicant indicates the 
ability for the project to proceed after the grant period. 
 
E3. In support of replication of the project, surveys of educators involved in 
the program were conducted twice per year yielding an average rate of 
satisfaction of 4.6 on a 1 (low) to 5 (high) Likert scale. 
 
E4. Costs of scaling up to greater numbers of students impacted are 
presented on page 26 (e26).  By the end of year 5, the cost per student is 
estimated to be $83. 
 
E5.  The proposal outlines a plan for information dissemination that includes 
responsibilities for each of the partnering entities. (p. 27; e27) 

 
Weaknesses 



E4. Replicability may be difficult for schools with limited technology 
because of the high cost of obtaining technology.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

F1. Letters of support indicate and the lower per student cost support the 
success of sustaining the project beyond the grant period.  

 
Weaknesses 

F2. No specific financial contribution sources for costs beyond the grant 
period were identified.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.



Strengths 

G1. The project management plan includes specific activities with dates and 
those responsible for the accomplishment of the tasks. The outline shows the 
activities to occur during each year of the grant. 
 
G2 and G3. All personnel involved have had previous experience 
implementing this particular design. 

 
Weaknesses 

G1. Some of the activities lack detail, such as "implement and monitor 
scalability/sustainability plans". (p. 31; e31)  There is no information about 
what these plans are, or the method to be used to determine whether or not it 
was accomplished.  

 

Reader's Score: 9 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

This area was not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

This area was not addressed.  
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2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

This area was not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

This area was not addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

This area was not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 



This area was not addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The schools to be included in the project are either Title I or Title IID and 
are also under Title Vi, Part B of the ESEA.  Information in the application 
also indicates the high need of rural Missouri schools due to their high 
student mobility, low socio-economic status, and the high percentage of 
students eligible for FRPL who do not meet Missouri state standards.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/08/2010 2:03 PM    
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

This population of students (grades 6-8) seem well-suited for the goals 
articulated in this project as it is a time in their development when an array 
of changes are occurring in all phases of their lives. (e-page 2) 
 
The development of the abilities to problem solve, collaborate, and use 
information technology will provide students with key skills for success in 
the workforce and/or post-secondary study. (e-page 3) 
 
This project focuses on assisting high-risk students so that multiple 
stakeholders are positively affected by their success. (e-page 4) 
 
The goals, objectives and strategy appear to be realistic and achievable given 
project design (e-page 6)  

 
Weaknesses 

The project focuses on the wealth of new technology but falls short in 
describing how this technology helps equip high-risk students with 21st 
century skills. (e-page 4) 
 
More emphasis or specificity is needed to describe 21st century skills since 
the project expects to improve them. (e-page 5) 
 
The strategy for project buy-in by teachers must contain a component that is 
more educationally compelling than simply providing them with advanced 
instructional technology in  
their classrooms. (e-page 7)  
 
A total of 250 contact hours over several years does not qualify as high-
intensity professional development of participating teachers. (e-page 7)  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 



project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 



demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The longevity of the applicant staff demonstrates considerable experience 
and commitment to the success of the eMINTS validation project. (e-page 
14) 
 
As an organization, eMINTS has received and successfully managed 
substantial projects in several states. (e-page 14) 
 

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant claims to have closed the achievement gap between 
participants but no hard data is provided to substantiate the claim. The 
reviewer was unable to locate Section B where data was to have been noted. 
(e-page 15)  

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 



of the project. 
Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The long-standing association that eMINTS has with the University of 
Missouri provides it access to an array of personnel and financial resources 
beyond its own. (e-page 15)  
 
The applicant has demonstrated that eMINTS is easily replicated as it has 
successfully deployed eMINTS PD already to multiple states and Australia 



over the past several years. (e-page 24) 
 
The applicant made a substantial effort in outreach to identify 68 schools 
willing to participate in deploying this project.     
(e-page 24) 
 
In-house train-the-trainer strategies and use of electronic resources increase 
the likelihood of scaling the project to more substantial populations of 
teachers and students. (e-page 25) 
 
The proposal from a partner (SETDA) to disseminate information gathered 
from this project can have a tremendous impact on successful replication 
elsewhere. (e-page 27)  

 
Weaknesses 

In order to successfully replicate the proposal elsewhere it is clear that 
schools will need significant funding to purchase equipment if the 
technology isn't already in place in order to deploy the project (e-page 26)  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant has the fiscal capacity to assist in delivering project services 
beyond the length of the validation grant if necessary. (e-page 28) 

 
Weaknesses 

The endorsement by the Missouri Department of Education does not 
necessarily provide the applicant with the ability to access policymakers and 



stakeholders who can positively impact program sustainability beyond the 
period of the grant.  
(e-page 28)  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The project has an exceptional array of personnel, including the Project 
Director (Beglau) and Project Evaluator (Brandt) who are already well-
connected to the work that eMINTS has deployed to comparable districts 
over the past seven years. 
As such, the project has a management plan that will be delivered within 
budget by a staff that has clearly defined responsibilities. The deployment of 
this project also has a carefully established timeline with achievable 
milestones for accomplishing project tasks. (e-page 34)  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

Not Addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

Not Addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Not Addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

Not Addressed.  
 



Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Not Addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

Not Addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

This project will serve schools in rural LEAs because a significant portion of 
the student population in Missouri are living in areas that are economically 
distressed; per pupil state support grants are among the lowest in the country; 
and students change residences routinely in a predominantly rural state. (e-
page 1)  

 



Weaknesses 

None Found.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  15  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
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20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
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1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
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1  ______  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

One of the strengths of this application is the fact that the project has been in 
place since 1999 and since then there have been annual external evaluations 
to determine the effects of the program on teacher and student outcomes. 
Therefore, the findings of these past evaluations show to what extent the 
project will have an important effect on student achievement. Previous 
evaluations used quasi-experimental design comparing performance of 



students in eMINTS classrooms to students in non-eMints classrooms in the 
same school and grades and these evaluations found that students who were 
enrolled in the eMINTS program significantly outperformed students 
enrolled in non-eMINTS classes on state exams. "For all subjects, the 
magnitude of the gap between eMINTS and non-eMINTS students by group 
- those with an IEP, in a Title I school, who qualified for FRPL, or who were 
a member of a minority group - was statistically significant and grew over 
time."  
 
It follows that if the eMINTS program was having an impact on student 
performance in all groups in past evaluations that it will do the same in the 
future and in the project stated in the application.  

 
Weaknesses 

There were no weaknesses.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

One of the strengths of the application is the fact that they will use a cluster 
randomized design that randomly assigns 60 schools to one of three groups - 
Group 1 will receive the eMINTS two-year PD program beginning in Fall 
2011, Group 2 will receive eMINTS two-year PD program beginning in fall 
2011 plus a third year of Intel Teach PD beginning in Fall 2013, and Group 3 
will not be exposed to eMINTS. The data collection will include both teacher 
and student outcomes from Spring 2-011 to Spring 2014 and student 
outcome data includes MAP results in ELA and math. 
 
Another strength of the application is that "PD sessions will be observed and 
logs of eIS will be collected along with records of in-classroom coaching, 
records of the total hours of PD delivered to schools, and implementation 
audits of key technology resources". This data collection will allow them to 
know which parts of the program are most effective. Furthermore, by using 
treatment differentiation, they will be able to have enough information about 
the key elements of the project so it may be replicated in other places.  
 
An independent evaluator with relevant expertise will be used as well. This 
is important to ensure that there is no internal bias on the evaluation of the 
project.  

 
Weaknesses 



One of the weaknesses of the application include the fact that there is no 
mention of the resources set aside for the project evaluation.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 



as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 



programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 



To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  13  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  15  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant provided moderate evidence from various experimental 
designs of student outcomes related to e-Mints exposure and evidence of 
teacher fidelity and delivery.  Thus, there is positive evidence about the 
results of formative evaluations and student outcomes for e-Mints.  
 
The studies provide supporting evidence of e-Mints for elementary school 



students and may not be generalized to middle school students.  However, an 
evaluation of middle school data will help to create evidence for a pipeline of 
effective programming that can lead to high school and college.  
 
Supporting evidence of e-Mints was found for various student populations 
and subject areas, including minority groups, those with an IEP and those 
qualifying for FRPL. 

 
Weaknesses 

The studies only provide evidence for elementary school students.  
 

Reader's Score: 13 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

Applicant provides a description of specific analysis procedures linked to 
specific research questions, accounting for various confounding factors 
which demonstrates a clear strategy for the research methodology 
 
The research design includes reasonable data collection and analysis 
timelines that can provide results within the grant period.  
 
It is good to see the evaluative rigor of using two different treatment groups 
that will allow for the analysis of dose effects 
 
Hierarchical models identify that program impact variables and teacher 
characteristics will be evaluated for their relationship to student outcomes  
 
Hierarchical models will be calculated for teacher outcomes which will help 
to supplement process evaluation measures.  
 
Evaluations will include a comprehensive collection of fidelity, teacher 
skills, mediators/moderators of student achievement, student skills/tests 
measures. 
 
Control schools will have an opportunity for exposure to e-Mints, therefore, 
all schools involved in programming will be able to take advantage of 
potential positive effects, without cross- contaminating study results.  
 
Teacher observations will provide a complement to quantitative analyses; 
thus allowing for a mixed-method evaluation of program fidelity and 



effectiveness 

 
Weaknesses 

None found.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 



In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 



subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 



We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/06/2010 4:08 PM    
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A.  Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 points). 

(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach (i.e., 

addresses a largely unmet need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, 

strategy, or program that has not already been widely adopted). 

 

Need for the Project: A persistent gap in academic achievement separates poor and minority 

students from White students. By the end of high school, African American and Hispanic 

students read and do math at virtually the same level as White eighth graders (Haycock, 2001). 

This gap betrays the promise of a quality education for all. The obstacles that high-need students 

face are many, but they are not decisive. Put simply, teachers matter enormously. Several studies 

have shown that the effectiveness of the teacher – not class size, not curriculum, not facilities – is 

the single most important school-based factor influencing student achievement (Hanushek, Kain, 

& Rivkin, 1996; Sanders & Horn, 2004; Wright, Horn & Sanders, 1997; Gordon, Kane & 

Staiger, 2006). Within three years, a student who is lucky enough to have three effective teachers 

consecutively can score as many as 50 percentile points higher than a comparable peer with three 

ineffective teachers (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Those 50 points can be a life-altering change. 

Yet research has also shown that schools serving poor and minority students, which struggle 

with low student achievement and high dropout rates, are far less likely to be staffed with 

effective teachers. In Tennessee, for example, African American students are nearly twice as 

likely as White students to be assigned the least effective teachers, and considerably less likely 

than White students to be assigned the most effective teachers (Sanders & Rivers, 1996).  

Despite clear evidence of the importance of effective teachers in addressing the urgent 

academic needs of high-need students, traditional teacher preparation programs have not 

organized themselves to maximize their graduates’ impact on student academic growth. In a 

national survey, 62 percent of education school alumni said their training failed to prepare them 
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to cope with classroom reality (Levine, 2006). Additionally, the vast majority of preparation 

programs do not use demonstrated instructional effectiveness, as measured by student academic 

growth, to make certification decisions, despite evidence that past performance is the best 

predictor of a teacher’s future impact on student achievement (Gordon, Kane, & Staiger, 2006).  

Additionally, there is a dramatic mismatch between supply and demand. Teachers prepared 

by traditional programs are overwhelmingly trained in subject areas with a teacher surplus, such 

as elementary education. In 2007-08 (most recent data available), math, science and special 

education were designated as statewide shortage areas in 47 states (Teacher Shortage Areas: 

Nationwide Listing: 1990-91 through 2010-11). Despite these shortages, the American 

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education reports that its member institutions award 40 

percent of degrees in elementary education, but only 5 percent of degrees in math and science 

education and 8 percent in special education (Ludwig, et al., 2010).  

Fulfilling the promise of public education means providing all students with effective 

teachers who can help them succeed. To increase the number of effective teachers, urban districts 

need a strong teacher pipeline that can recruit teachers for shortage subject areas and certify only 

teachers who have demonstrated effectiveness based on student outcomes.  

Exceptional Approach: The New Teacher Project (TNTP) proposes to address this need and 

Absolute Priority 1 through the Teacher Effectiveness and Certification (TEACh) Initiative—

a multi-site teacher pipeline initiative that will pair TNTP’s highly selective ―Teaching Fellows‖ 

recruitment programs (TFP) with our performance-based teacher certification programs, known 

as Practitioner Teacher Programs (PTP). TFPs are high-quality alternate route to certification 

programs that employ a rigorous selection and training process to recruit teachers for shortage 

subject areas and high-poverty schools. PTPs are independent, state-licensed certification 
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programs that are specifically designed to prepare teachers to raise student achievement in high-

poverty schools. A 2009 study found that teachers prepared through our PTP in Louisiana 

outperformed both new and experienced teachers in math and reading (Noell et al., 2009). 

The TEACh Initiative will create or expand a combined Teaching Fellows Program and 

Practitioner Teacher Program in six sites nationally. Studies cited in Section B have validated the 

impact that these programs have on teacher effectiveness, but TNTP is committing itself to an 

even higher standard: all teachers enrolled in the TEACh Initiative will participate in an 

―effectiveness screen‖ that requires them to demonstrate instructional effectiveness above a pre-

determined threshold in order to receive certification and remain in the classroom. TEACh 

Initiative participants will be screened for effectiveness at two points in the program. 

1. A pre-service screen will verify that participants display the potential to be effective; 

2. A screen at the certification point will control for demonstrated effectiveness to ensure that 

only effective teachers earn certification.  

Only those teachers who prove that they can produce real gains for students will have the 

privilege of teaching in our partner LEAs. The graphic below illustrates the basic components of 

the TEACh Initiative: 

 

To TNTP’s knowledge, no other initiative integrates an effectiveness screen into a 

comprehensive recruitment and certification program that has a proven impact on student 

achievement. 
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Serving High-Need Students: TNTP will partner with LEAs that meet at least two of the 

following TNTP-developed benchmarks for identifying high-need students: 

 
Minimum 

Benchmark 

Chicago Public 

Schools 

DC 

Public 

Schools 

Fort Worth 

Independent 

School District 

Metropolitan 

Nashville 

Public Schools 

% minority 

students 
60% 91.2% 93% 66% 66.9% 

% FRLP students 

(LEA v. State 

average) 

50% 
LEA 

83.4% 

State 

42.9% 
70% 

LEA 

72.3% 

State 

56.7% 

LEA 

75.9% 

State 

57.8% 

% students not 

meeting AYP 

goals in reading 

(LEA v. State 

average) 

Higher 

than state 

LEA 

38.4% 

State 

24.6% 
52.25% 

LEA 

16% 

State 

9% 

LEA 

13.4% 

State 

9% 

% students not 

meeting AYP 

goals in math 

exam (LEA v. 

State average)  

Higher 

than state 

LEA 

32.2% 

State 

19.6% 
53.95% 

LEA 

29% 

State 

18% 

LEA 

19% 

State 

11% 

Definitions: FRLP = Students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch Program; AYP = key 

measure in determining whether a public school or LEA is making progress toward state-level 

academic goals, as stipulated by No Child Left Behind. Scores are from state-wide tests used to 

measure AYP. 

Sources: District of Columbia: Office of the State Superintendent of Education, Summary AYP 

Report 2009; FRLP data from DCPS Facts and Statistics; Nashville: Tennessee Department of 

Education 2009 Report Card for Davidson County Schools; Chicago: Illinois District Report 

Card 2009; Fort Worth: Academic Excellence Indicator System, 2008-2009. 

 

Teachers will be placed in the LEAs above and two additional LEAs (to be determined) with 

similar demographics. In addition to the criteria above, TNTP will consider an LEA or group of 

LEAs where more than 70 percent of schools served by the TEACh Initiative are Title I schools 

and/or an LEA or group of LEAs that are on the State’s Title I LEA District Improvement list. 

(2)  The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 

strategy  

The table below outlines the goals, objectives, and outcomes for the project. The following 

narrative details the activities TNTP will undertake to meet these metrics. Section D explains 

how TNTP will evaluate the progress toward these measures.   

http://www.nclb.osse.dc.gov/aypsummaryreports.asp
http://dcps.dc.gov/DCPS/About+DCPS/Who+We+Are/Facts+and+Statistics
http://edu.reportcard.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=200:20:3901544234892834::NO:::
http://research.cps.k12.il.us/export/sites/default/accountweb/Accountability/NCLB/Illinois_District_Report_Card.pdf
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/2009/index.html
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Goal 

Increase the 

number of 

demonstrably 

effective 

teachers in 

partner LEAs 

Objective 1: By Year 5 of the grant period, recruit, 

select and train 2,450 - 3,300 new teachers who have 

shown the potential to be effective.
1
 

Outcome 

By Year 5 of the 

grant period, an 

estimated 253,000-

337,000 high-need 

students experience 

significant 

achievement gains
2
 

Objective 2: By Year 5 of the grant period, prepare 

1,850-2,475 new teachers using a student achievement 

focused certification curriculum.
3
  

Objective 3: Each year of the 5-year grant period, 

certify and retain only teachers who have demonstrated 

effectiveness in the classroom.
4
 

TEACHER RECRUITMENT, SELECTION, AND TRAINING (Objective 1) 

As discussed earlier, teacher preparation programs must do more to maximize the 

effectiveness of teachers even before they enter the classroom. The TEACh Initiative addresses 

this need by aligning its recruitment, selection, pre-service training and screening activities to the 

primary goal of increasing teacher effectiveness. These activities are explained below.   

Recruiting teachers with the potential to be highly effective: TNTP is nationally respected for 

its ability to recruit high-quality teachers for high-poverty schools and shortage subject areas, 

having recruited, trained or hired more than 37,000 new teachers since 1997. The TEACh 

Initiative will recruit approximately 2,450-3,300 teachers over five years; TNTP will prepare 

approximately 1,850-2,475 of these teachers through the certification program outlined in this 

application. The table below provides an overview of recruitment estimates for the grant period.  

 Teachers Recruited Per Year Teachers 

prepared 

Student 

Impact 

(estimate) 

 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Chicago 75-100 75-100 100-150 100-150 100-150 450-650 320-450 38,200-53,300 

DC 100-130 100-130 100-130 100-130 100-130 500-650 450-585 42,200-55,900 

Nashville 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 375-500 270-360 66,000-85,900 

                                                 
1
 Counted as teachers who start the first day of school.   

2
 Please see Section B for a discussion of projected achievement gains. Impact estimates 

based on Objective 2 teacher numbers.  
3
 Preparation rates are lower than recruitment rates. All sites except Washington, DC will 

have four cohorts complete certification coursework during the 5-year grant period due to a one-

year delay to register the certification program. DC has a registered program and will have 5 

cohorts complete coursework. Preparation rate is 90% of recruitment rate. 
4
 Counted as teachers who pass the End of Year Effectiveness screen (pg. 12) 
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Fort Worth  75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 375-500 270-360 35,700 -47,200 

New site 1 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 375-500 270-360 35,700-47,200 

New site 2 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 75-100 375-500 270-360 35,700-47,200 

Totals 475-630 475-630 500-680 500-680 500-680 
2,450–

3,300 
1,850-

2,475 

253,000-

337,000 

 

TNTP has refined its recruitment strategies for over a decade. Proven techniques include 

internet and print-based marketing, grassroots outreach and the work of recruiters who cultivate 

relationships with community leaders, make community and campus presentations and reach out 

to applicants. Historical data on applicant conversion rates allows TNTP to establish recruitment 

goals, such as the number of applications needed from individuals eligible to teach math, science 

and other shortage areas. TNTP will track progress toward these targets through our proprietary 

TeacherTrack® software, which is capable of generating real-time reports and progress 

assessments. In 2009, TNTP’s strategies attracted 41,958 applications, allowing TFPs to select 

candidates that have high potential to be effective in the classroom—the acceptance rate was just 

9.65 percent (by comparison, the admission rate of Yale is 9% and Princeton is 10%).  

Selecting teachers with the potential to be highly effective: After applicants have been recruited, 

they will go through a rigorous three-stage selection process that ensures that all candidates 

admitted to the program have the characteristics that TNTP has identified in its most successful 

teachers. TNTP has refined its selection criteria and model steadily over the past decade in 

response to analyses of teacher performance and retention; this model is currently in use in 19 

programs nationwide.  

Pre-screening: Each application includes a resume, personal statement, references, academic 

transcript, and description of accomplishments and activities. Applicants must also meet the state 

requirements for admission into an alternative certification program. Approximately 38 percent 

of applicants are screened out prior to the interview. We project that the six TEACh Initiative 



The New Teacher Project 7 Project Narrative, Validation Grant 

 

sites will receive 8,000-11,400 applications per year and pre-screen in 5,000-7,100 of these 

applicants.  

Interviewing: Applicants who have passed the pre-screening process participate in a day-long 

interview process that includes a sample teaching session, group discussion, completion of a 

writing sample and one-on-one interview. The TEACh Initiative will interview approximately 

2,200-3,100 candidates per year for admission into the program. Candidates are evaluated by 

trained selectors (typically experienced teachers recruited from the partner LEA) on the 

following competencies during the interview event: critical thinking skills, evidence of past 

personal achievement, personal responsibility, commitment to raising student achievement, 

constant learning, oral and written communication skills, and ability to respond effectively to 

new environments.  

File Review: Interviewed applicants undergo a final file review during which selector 

recommendations are reviewed and validated; approximately 57 percent of applicants who 

interview are screened out. Successful applicants are offered the chance to enroll in the program; 

about 475-680 will ultimately be admitted and become Fellows. 

Developing Teachers: Pre-service Training Institute: All candidates participate in an intensive, 

five- to six-week summer pre-service Training Institute. Participants complete approximately 75 

hours of coursework sessions and 80 hours of field experience (practice teaching) in a summer 

school classroom, with approximately 25 hours under formal observation by the lead teacher in 

the summer school classroom and at least 10 hours in feedback sessions with the lead teacher or 

the Fellow Advisor, a strong teacher from the partner LEA with experience in the same subject 

area. The Fellow Advisor instructs Fellows in TNTP’s pre-service training curriculum, the 

Teaching for Student Achievement (TfSA) curriculum. 
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TNTP’s proprietary TfSA curriculum is a research-driven framework of strategies and skills 

for effective teaching in high-need schools. The TfSA framework was developed by studying the 

experiences of teachers recruited through our programs and empirical research about effective 

classroom instruction (Wiggins & Tighe, 2005).  

The curriculum focuses on two key domains: 1) Instructional Design & Delivery and 2) 

Classroom Management & Culture. Using the framework as a guide, participants are grouped by 

subject area and receive instruction in the competencies listed on pg. 1 of Appendix H from a 

Fellow Advisor. Assessment of Fellow performance during the summer school field experience 

is based on these competencies as well as on behaviors that promote student achievement. As the 

evaluator during the field experience, the Fellow Advisors assess a participant’s ability to apply 

the TfSA framework and demonstrate his/her knowledge and skills within a school context—

these two elements form the basis of the pre-service screen described on pg 11.   

Placing Teachers: The TEACh Initiative is designed to serve high-need students and the process 

by which teachers secure positions reflects this focus. Teachers will interview and find positions 

in high-need schools before and during the pre-service Training Institute. However, only 

participants who pass the pre-service screen will be allowed to enter into the classroom (see pg. 

11). Partner LEAs have signed a Letter of Intent that includes the number of teachers each 

district will hire (Appendix D); LEAs or groups of LEAs who will be named later must hire a 

minimum of 75-100 teachers per year.    

TEACHER PREPARATION AND CERTIFICATION (Objective 2) 

Once teachers in TEACh Initiative sites have completed pre-service training, they will enter 

the classroom and commence certification coursework through TNTP’s certification model—

known as the Practitioner Teacher Program (PTP). The TEACh Initiative works to increase the 
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number of effective teachers by 1) preparing teachers through a state-licensed certification model 

that is relevant to teachers in high-need schools and provides them with the specific tools and 

skills to ensure that their students succeed and 2) recommending certification only for 

demonstrably effective teachers. As certification recommendation is tied closely to teacher 

evaluation, the process for certification decisions is outlined in the teacher evaluation section 

on pg. 12. We outline the content of the certification curriculum below. 

The curricular foundation of the TEACh Initiative certification model is Teaching for Results 

(TfR), a series of professional development seminars that provide instruction on how to teach 

subject area and grade-level content effectively in high-need schools. Participants attend 16 

seminars at 3 hours each, comprising 48 hours of coursework, in addition to full-time teaching in 

a high need classroom. TfR teaches participants how to adjust their instruction to increase the 

academic achievement of students who are performing below grade level, as well as bolster the 

academic achievement of students who are currently meeting minimum grade-level expectations. 

Each course activity helps participants become more effective at understanding and delivering 

the content that students must master, as well as administering and utilizing assessment tools and 

data to inform instruction that moves students toward standards mastery. A description of each 

of these competencies is available on pp. 1-2 of Appendix H. In order to pass the seminar series, 

participants must meet expectations in all areas: 1) TfR course competencies (measured through 

course assessments and assignments); 2) Professional Values
5
; and 3) attendance (no more than 

two absences). These are factored into the effectiveness screen outlined on pg. 12.  

Seminar Leaders: Seminars are grouped by subject area and taught by Seminar Leaders (SLs), 

educators with a track record of increasing student achievement in high-need schools in a 

                                                 
5
 Professional Values: sets high expectations, maximizes training experience, demonstrates 

flexibility, respects others, and models a culture of achievement. 
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particular subject area. SLs participate in a four-day training prior to beginning their work with 

teachers and serve as content experts to participants in their first year in the classroom.  

Retaining highly effective teachers through ongoing support 

The TfR curriculum is specifically designed to prepare participants to teach in a high-need 

school, but TNTP will also extend teacher supports beyond certification coursework in order to 

maximize teacher retention. The TEACh Initiative has multi-year support strategies to increase 

retention, including hiring Training & Resource Managers and Intervention Specialists, creating 

networking opportunities for Fellows and requiring participation in the district mentoring 

program. These are described in greater detail on pg. 3 of Appendix H. 

Teaching Fellows surpass the estimated national averages for new teacher retention in urban 

schools. An estimated 82 percent of urban teachers nationally return to start a second year; 

compared to 87 percent of Teaching Fellows; likewise, 75 percent of Teaching Fellows return to 

teach a third year, compared to an estimated 69 percent nationally.
6
 

TEACHER EVALUATION (Objective 3)  

Teachers can have a significant impact on student achievement, but teacher effectiveness 

varies greatly, even within cohorts of teachers who have been recruited and prepared by the same 

program (Boyd et al., 2006). Participants completing the TEACh Initiative will therefore be 

screened twice to minimize this variability: once for potential to be effective during the Training 

Institute and once for demonstrated effectiveness at the end of the school year (the certification 

point) using student achievement as the main factor.  

                                                 
6
 National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (2003). No Dream Denied: A 

Pledge to America's Children. Using adjusted urban teacher retention estimates for high poverty 

schools reviewed and confirmed by the report’s data source, Dr. Ingersoll.  

https://docs.google.com/viewer?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nctaf.org%2Fdocuments%2Fno-dream-denied_full-report.pdf
https://docs.google.com/viewer?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nctaf.org%2Fdocuments%2Fno-dream-denied_full-report.pdf
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TNTP defines an effective teacher as follows: In a high-need school, an effective teacher 

consistently achieves average annual student growth of more than one (1) year and ensures that 

at least 80 percent of students meet grade-level standards or are on track for on-time high school 

graduation, or meets other appropriate measures of student academic progress. TNTP has 

developed the following evaluation system, comprising a set of screens, based on this definition. 

Teacher evaluation systems based on student outcomes are still being refined and are very much 

dependent on realities in each site. TNTP will develop site-specific measurement tools to align 

with the available data in each district or state, but one requirement remains clear: all teachers at 

TEACh Initiative sites will be required to demonstrate effectiveness based on student outcomes 

in order to enter and remain in the classroom. The effectiveness screen described below will be 

integrated into all TEACh Initiative sites. As rigorous teacher evaluation practices evolve, TNTP 

will use data from our participants throughout the project to refine these screens. 

End-of-Institute Screen 

The pre-service Training Institute will include an ―End-of-Institute Screen‖ (EOI Screen) that 

will identify those teachers who have the potential to be highly effective. The goal of this initial 

screen will be to differentiate support for teachers who are struggling and to take action in cases 

where participants are rated poorly and are not demonstrating improvement.  

Since student achievement data is not available during the summer for teachers who have not 

yet served as the classroom teacher of record, the EOI Screen will rate participants on a point 

scale that considers the following criteria: 1) a participant’s ability to apply the TfSA framework 

and to demonstrate his/her knowledge and skills in the practice teaching experience; 2) 

performance in pre-service workshops; and 3) adherence to Professional Values (pg. 9). 

Participants must also receive a formal recommendation from their Fellow Advisors. The point 
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scale is explained on pp. 3-4 of Appendix H. Participants 

who meet the requirements will be retained in the program 

and enter the classroom; participants who do not meet the 

requirements will not continue.  

End-of-Year Effectiveness Screen  

The EOI Screen can identify candidates who are clearly 

not suited for teaching, but research to date has shown that 

the best predictor of a teacher’s future performance in the 

classroom is the teacher’s past performance (Gordon, Kane, & Staiger, 2006). TNTP will 

therefore integrate an effectiveness screen at the end of participants’ first year teaching; by this 

time in the program, teachers will have completed one year of teaching and the Teaching for 

Results seminar series. These two components will form the basis of TNTP’s evaluation and 

certification process, which uses the following formula of weighted components shown in the pie 

chart: 50% student outcomes, 30% principal evaluations, 20% program completion.  

 Participants must receive at least seven points on a 10-point scale in order to be eligible for 

certification and remain in the classroom. Receiving seven points means that the teacher’s 

performance, as measured by student outcomes, is at least comparable to other new teachers; the 

teacher’s principal assesses his/her performance to be at the level of other new teachers or better; 

and the teacher has successfully completed the Teaching for Results (TfR) Seminars and all 

program requirements. Participants can have one of three outcomes, as outlined below:  

Points Achieved Outcome 

7-10 Successful completion of program resulting in Standard Certification 

4-6 
Standard Certification withheld. Development Plan for one year with 

reassessment after Year 2. 

0-3 Standard Certification withheld. Cannot continue teaching in the district. 

50%
30%

20%

Student outcomes

Principal evaluations

Program completion

EOY Effectiveness Screen 

Components



The New Teacher Project 13 Project Narrative, Validation Grant 

 

Definition of Highly Effective Teacher: Our selection and certification models have a 

statistically significant impact on teacher effectiveness, as outlined in Section B, and these 

activities form the core of the TEACh Initiative. The evaluation system described here builds on 

these successful strategies by ensuring that only those teachers who are effective remain in the 

classroom. This evaluative approach is new and carries high stakes. To our knowledge, no other 

national program is currently implementing a similar model. TNTP will therefore introduce the 

comparison data point for teachers (participants achieving gains comparable to or better than 

other new teachers across the state or district) at a lower threshold initially and then re-evaluate 

the performance threshold each year based on statistical analyses, with the ultimate goal of 

meeting TNTP’s definition of a highly effective teacher. 

Use of Student Data: TEACh Initiative partner LEAs are required to provide access to teacher-

student linked data on appropriate standardized assessments. Since the use of student academic 

outcomes data as a measure for evaluating teachers is still new for many districts and most offer 

standardized student assessments in a limited number of class grades and subject areas, TNTP 

will customize the use of student data to align with the realities in each partner district. Pg. 4 in 

Appendix H details the planned use of student data.  

Teacher and principal involvement in designing evaluation: Before finalizing student outcome 

measures, TNTP will assemble an i3 advisory group of current master teachers, novice teachers, 

and principals.  This group will provide feedback on both our effectiveness screen formula and 

proposed end-of-year evaluations for each district. TNTP will use this feedback to make 

modifications to our measures before implementation during the 2010-11 school year (our pre-

award pilot year). TNTP will re-assemble this group at the end of the school year to discuss 

findings from our work and determine if further modifications need to be made to the formula 
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and evaluations before implementing in more sites during the 2011-12 school year. In addition to 

this advisory group, TNTP will work closely with our district partners to ensure that the 

effectiveness screens align with evaluations that are already taking place in the district.    

Rewarding Teachers: TNTP believes that effective teachers should be recognized and rewarded 

for excellence in the classroom. As a result, TNTP has structured the TEACh Initiative so that 

being permitted to enter and remain in the classroom and being awarded certification are events 

that recognize and reward effective teaching. TNTP will also use performance data to reward the 

most effective teachers with opportunities for additional compensation (approximately $5,000-

$15,000 a year) through roles such as Program Ambassadors, Lead Selectors, Seminar Leaders 

and Fellow Advisors to support new teachers. These part-time positions allow highly effective 

teachers to mentor a new generation of teachers. TNTP will also share effectiveness data with 

districts to ensure that districts are aware of their highest-performing teachers. We will 

encourage partner LEAs to reward high performers through any means possible, such as 

increased recognition, compensation or opportunities for leadership. 

(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence  

The goal of the TEACh Initiative is to increase the number of effective teachers in our 

partner LEAs. The empirical research cited in Section B documenting the impact of effective 

teachers on student academic outcomes was conducted in public school settings and with a 

diverse student population that included socio-economically disadvantaged students in urban 

settings. This reflects the TEACh Initiative’s target population. Specifically, the Teaching 

Fellows Program studied by Boyd et al (2006) and the Practitioner Teacher Program studied by 

Noell et al (2009) are the same programs that the TEACh Initiative proposes to expand. As 

TNTP standardizes its recruitment, selection, training and certification services for all its 

programs, TEACh Initiative programs will be highly comparable to the programs in New York 
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City and greater New Orleans included in the studies. These programs also serve a teacher and 

student population that reflects the target populations of the TEACh Initiative. Research 

supporting teacher evaluation as a predictor of teacher performance and student achievement was 

conducted in urban, public school settings, which are the focus of the TEACh Initiative.  

B.  Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 points)  

1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates moderate evidence 

 

Impact of teacher performance on student achievement. Numerous studies have shown that 

teachers matter most to the success of students (Rowan, Correnti, & Miller, 2002; Wright, Horn, 

& Sanders, 1997).  Experimental evidence that teacher quality impacts student achievement 

comes from Tennessee’s Project STAR—a longitudinal experiment in which students were 

randomly assigned to teachers, thus eliminating problems related to selection bias (Nye et al., 

2004). Specifically, Nye et al. found that teacher quality explains between 12.3 percent and 13.5 

percent of the variance in student achievement in math, and between 6.6 percent and 7.4 percent 

of the variance in student achievement in reading. These results included validity checks to 

ensure that student switching and attrition did not threaten the random design, and likely 

generalize to a variety of contexts because of the inclusion of students and schools from diverse 

socioeconomic backgrounds. A more recent experimental study in Los Angeles Unified Schools 

had findings similar to Project STAR. The Los Angeles study demonstrated that students with 

teachers in the 25
th

 percentile of performance would perform 0.25 standard deviations lower than 

students with teachers in the 75
th

 percentile
7
 (Kane & Staiger, 2008).  

Research supporting Teaching Fellows Programs. The TEACh Initiative will implement the 

recruitment, selection and training strategies of TNTP’s Teaching Fellows Programs. Boyd et al. 

                                                 
7
 These results were similar in both experimental and non-experimental conditions, though 

non-experimental results may be slightly overstated. 
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(2008), a study that documented the systemic impact of alternate route programs on schools, 

found that narrowing of the teacher quality gap between high- and low-poverty schools in New 

York City could be attributed to state-level policy reform that phased out uncertified teachers and 

―the New York City policy that established the Teaching Fellows program and, to a lesser extent, 

employed Teach for America teachers‖ (p.18). New York City Teaching Fellows was established 

in 2000; by 2005, ―40 percent of all new hires in the highest poverty quartile were Teaching 

Fellows or TFA corps members‖ (p. 10). This narrowing is associated with a 0.03 standard 

deviation increase in student achievement. According to the authors, ―the changes in teacher 

qualifications alone that occurred in New York City’s poorest schools between 2000 and 2005 

had a meaningful effect on 4th and 5th grade math achievement‖ (p.16).  

While Kane, Rockoff and Staiger (2006) found that math achievement of students taught by 

Teaching Fellows was equivalent to achievement of students taught by traditionally certified 

teachers, Boyd et al. (2006) found that Fellows teaching math at the secondary level appear to 

outperform their traditionally certified colleagues by year three. The authors state, ―Teaching 

Fellows make significantly greater improvements between their second and third year of 

teaching than do other [middle school] teachers and appear to outperform both College 

Recommended and temporary license teachers‖ (pp.18-19).  

Existing research supporting Practitioner Teacher Programs. The TEACh Initiative also 

expands TNTP’s teacher certification program, the Practitioner Teacher Program (PTP). The 

effectiveness of PTP teachers is supported by evidence from a large-scale, longitudinal study
8
 

comparing TNTP’s Louisiana PTP teachers in grades 4-9 with teachers prepared via other routes 

                                                 
8
 Data from 2004-05 through 2007-08.  ≈ 180 TNTP Louisiana PTP teachers included; total 

number of teachers ≈ 7,000. There are 243,000+ student math scores and over 168,000+ student 

reading scores. At least 25 teachers per preparation program to accommodate HLM approach. 
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within that state. Employing a quasi-experimental design,
9
 Noell, Gansle, Patt, and Schafer 

(2009) demonstrated that students taught by TNTP-prepared teachers experienced a 5.7 point 

increase on the state math assessment and a 4.1 point increase on the reading assessment, some 

of the highest effects of any program included in the study. In math, being eligible for free or 

reduced price lunch (FRLP) has a -2.8 point average estimated effect on a student's test 

performance. With an effect estimate of +5.7 points, a FRLP student with a TNTP PTP math 

teacher makes up the gap with less impoverished students and advances beyond the state average 

for a final effect of +2.9 points on the test. The TNTP Louisiana PTP was also the only 

preparation pathway granted ―Level 1‖ status in math and reading. This designation was reserved 

for programs whose teachers achieved student growth better than that obtained by certified 

professionals who had taught two or more years (Noell et al., 2009). Historically, more 

experienced teachers in Louisiana have been, on average, more effective than new teachers 

(Noell & Gansle, 2009). These results provide evidence that TNTP’s approach to new teacher 

certification can lead to significant gains in student achievement. 

Research supporting teacher evaluation systems as levers for improving student performance.  

The empirical research base documents that within educational settings, teachers matter most to 

the academic success of their students. However, individual teachers vary widely in their impact 

on students (Nye, Konstantopolous, & Hedges, 2004; Odden, Borman, & Fermanich, 2004). 

Students who have an effective teacher experience significant learning gains over their peers 

with ineffective teachers. The learning gains can equal the difference between placement in a 

remedial course versus an advanced course (Sanders & Rivers, 1996).  

                                                 
9
 Study used propensity score matching to create comparison groups; teachers from each 

preparation program were matched to comparison teachers whose class compositions were 

similar in likelihood (Noell, Porter, Patt & Dahir, 2008). 
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To minimize this variability in teacher effectiveness within the program, the TEACh 

Initiative will integrate a rigorous teacher effectiveness screen that includes ―deselecting‖ 

ineffective teachers. Hanushek (2008) estimates that national student performance could increase 

by an average 0.28-0.42 standard deviations if programs deselected the bottom five percent of 

teachers nationwide; eliminating the bottom 6-10 percent of teachers could increase student 

achievement by 0.5 standard deviations. At the district level, existing research has validated the 

use of teacher evaluation scores as predictors of student performance. For example, Milanowski 

(2004) used Bayes residual estimates to demonstrate that a standards-based evaluation of 

approximately 200 Cincinnati teachers had moderate criterion validity as a predictor of student 

achievement.
10

 Most of the teachers in this study were new to the district, making the results 

relevant to the TEACh Initiative, which proposes to recruit new teachers. Kimball, White, 

Milanowski, and Borman (2004) undertook a similar validation study, using performance-based 

evaluation scores obtained from 332 Washoe County teachers. The study found a 1-unit increase 

in teacher evaluation scores was associated with a 5.41 point gain in 4
th

 grade reading scores, a 

12.66 point gain in 5
th

 grade reading score, and a 20.08 point gain in 5
th

 grade math score. The 

evaluation scores explained more variance in student achievement than other teacher-related 

variables, such as education or experience. There is also preliminary research evidence that 

value-added estimates of teacher effectiveness, which incorporate prior achievement, can be a 

legitimate source of information in making teacher personnel decisions (Goldhaber & Hansen, 

2009).  

                                                 
10

 Scores obtained from ~ 37,000 students in grades 3-8. Not all teachers evaluated through 

the system (approximately 600 over two years) could be included because of grade-subject 

combination data limitations. With larger sample sizes the authors expect that more significant 

results would emerge. Because Bayes residual estimates were used, the magnitude of the effect 

was likely smaller than it would have been in an OLS regression context. 
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2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by project 

Because the recruitment, selection and training processes of teachers prepared through the 

TEACh Initiative will replicate processes experienced by teachers in the Boyd et al. (2008) and 

Noell et al. (2009) studies, we believe that the positive effect of our teachers demonstrated in 

these studies (see above) will be matched in magnitude and scope by teachers in new TEACh 

Initiative sites. Student achievement tests differ across districts, making it difficult to quantify 

the amount of growth to be expected, but there is evidence that both reading and math scores are 

expected to increase when TEACh Initiative teachers are in the classroom. 

The results of large scale studies of teacher effectiveness also point to the importance and 

magnitude of effects we can expect to obtain through the TEACh Initiative. Nye et al. (2004) 

demonstrated that between 6 percent and 14 percent of variance in student achievement is 

attributable to teachers. In their experimental study, teacher effects were found to be much higher 

in schools serving students of low socioeconomic status, which are the primary focus of the 

TEACh Initiative. TNTP conservatively estimates that teachers trained through the TEACh 

Initiative will account for at least as much variance in student achievement as documented by 

Nye et al.  

Additionally, recent studies estimate that increasing teacher quality by one standard deviation 

would increase math and reading achievement by between 0.10 and 0.17 standard deviations 

(Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005; Rockoff, 2004) and that increasing 

performance-based teacher evaluation scores by one unit would increase student scores in some 

subjects by as much as 20 points (Kimball et al., 2004). Based on Hanushek’s modeling (2008), 

TNTP believes that the effectiveness screen will measurably increase the quality of its teachers. 

As a result, TNTP expects that the positive effects of TNTP teachers will be equal to or higher 
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than they were in the Noell et al. (2009) or Boyd et al. (2008) studies, in which the programs did 

not employ an effectiveness screen. 

C.  Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 points)   

(1)  The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex projects. 

The activities of the TEACh Initiative draw on TNTP’s teacher recruitment and certification 

experience. Since its inception in 1997, TNTP has recruited or trained approximately 37,000 

teachers—mainly through its highly selective Teaching Fellows programs—benefiting an 

estimated 5.9 million students. TNTP’s capacity to successfully direct extremely large, complex 

projects is best illustrated through our NYC Teaching Fellows (NYCTF) program, which has 

attracted over 165,000 applications since 2000 and hired and trained over 9,000 teachers for 

schools in the five boroughs; today 11 percent of all active NYC teachers are Fellows. In 2009 

alone, Fellow hires accounted for over a quarter of all new hires for the city; over one quarter 

(26%) of all math teachers in NYC are Fellows.  

In total, TNTP has operated 40 Teaching Fellows programs in 39 cities and 23 states. The 

organization is one of the largest suppliers of high-quality math, science and special education 

teachers in the country. In 2009 alone, TNTP's Teaching Fellows programs produced a total 

of 509 math and science teachers, more than are produced annually by any one of the states of 

Georgia, Maryland, Washington or Wisconsin.
11

 TNTP is also a state-approved certification 

provider in five states and the District of Columbia. Since 2002, TNTP has certified more than 

2,100 teachers. 

                                                 
11

 ―Maryland Teacher Staffing Report: 2008 – 2010.‖ See Tables 6 and 7; ―Data Trends of 

Education Personnel in Wisconsin Public Schools.‖ See Table 1; ―Supply and Demand of 

Georgia Teachers 2007.‖ See Table 6; ―Annual Report 2008-2009: Certificates Issued and 

Certificated Personnel Placement Statistics.‖ 
 

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/F3F5D904-0F5E-4FC7-87CE-464FC17DABB5/18552/MarylandTeacherStaffingReport20082010.pdf
http://dpi.wi.gov/tepdl/pdf/supdem07.pdf
http://dpi.wi.gov/tepdl/pdf/supdem07.pdf
http://www.gapsc.com/Research/2007_Report/2007DemandAndSupplyOfGeorgiaTeachers.pdf
http://www.gapsc.com/Research/2007_Report/2007DemandAndSupplyOfGeorgiaTeachers.pdf
http://www.k12.wa.us/certification/pubdocs/annrpt08-09.pdf
http://www.k12.wa.us/certification/pubdocs/annrpt08-09.pdf
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TNTP is also a recognized expert on teacher evaluation. In 2009, TNTP published The 

Widget Effect: Our National Failure to Acknowledge and Act on Differences in Teacher 

Effectiveness. The study reflects survey data from over 16,000 teachers and administrators across 

12 districts in four states. It found that although teachers and principals report poor performance 

in their schools, less than 1 percent of teachers receive unsatisfactory ratings, even in schools 

where students fail to meet basic academic standards. In response to The Widget Effect, Andrew 

Rotherham commented that TNTP has ―generated more learning, data, and capacity on these 

human capital questions than any other organization in the country—and that includes the 

national teachers' unions‖ (Eduwonk, January 2010). 

Experience implementing federally funded programs: TNTP was awarded a series of federal 

Transition to Teaching (TTT) grants by the Education Department in 2001, 2004, 2006, and 

2007 to implement a growing number of Teaching Fellows Programs in districts across the 

country. In both 2006 and 2007, TNTP received the largest grant awarded. The three-year 2001 

project concluded after recruiting over 2,300 new teachers across seven districts. The 2004 

project concluded successfully this year after recruiting, training and placing 360 teachers; the 

2006 project (still in progress) has recruited, trained and placed 350 teachers to date; and the 

2007 (still in progress) project recruited, trained and placed 376 teachers in the first two years. 

Across all federally funded TTT sites, TNTP has recruited and trained over 3,000 teachers in a 

dozen of the nation’s largest and highest need school districts.   

(2)  The extent to which an eligible applicant has significantly improved student 

achievement  

 

Note: Much of Section B addresses this question, as the research base that supports our 

Teaching Fellows Programs and Practitioner Teacher Programs consists of studies that were 

conducted on these exact programs. The information below is therefore a summary of findings.  

http://www.eduwonk.com/2010/01/the-weingarten-speech.html
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The TEACh Initiative will implement the teacher recruitment, selection and training 

strategies of TNTP’s Teaching Fellows Programs. In New York City, a 2008 study found that 

―The hiring of Fellows and [Teach For America] teachers into high poverty schools, instead of 

temporarily licensed teachers, has been responsible for much of the narrowing of the gap in 

teacher qualifications between high-poverty and low-poverty schools‖ (Boyd et al., 2008, p.10). 

The study found a corresponding improvement in student achievement in high-poverty schools
12

. 

The authors state, ―Between 2000 and 2005 failure rates declined in all poverty groups… but 

they declined by the most in the highest poverty schools so that the gap between low and high-

poverty groups narrowed to 32 points‖ (p. 11). Over 9,000 Fellows currently teach in NYC.  

The TEACh Initiative will also implement the certification model currently employed by 

TNTP’s Practitioner Teacher Programs nationwide. As previously noted, an ongoing value-add 

study of Louisiana’s teacher preparation programs gave TNTP’s certification program in 

Louisiana a Level 1 rating for teacher effectiveness in the core content areas of math and 

reading, meaning that there ―is evidence that new teachers are more effective than experienced 

teachers, but this is not a statistically significant difference‖ (Noell, Porter, Patt & Dahir, 2008). 

In their 2008 report, the authors wrote that TNTP’s program is ―producing teachers who in 

aggregate appear to be making a positive contribution to student achievement from the point of 

entering the classroom.‖ An updated report published in 2009 confirmed these findings, once 

again rating TNTP Level 1 in math and reading. In English language arts and science, the LPTP 

was rated ―Level 2,‖ meaning that teachers certified by the program have an effect on student 

achievement that ―is more similar to experienced teachers than new teachers‖ in these areas 

(Noell, Gansle, Patt, & Schafer, 2009). The LPTP has certified over 1,000 teachers to date.   

                                                 
12

 Because of the many variables that can affect student achievement, the authors caution that 

the causal relationship between increased teacher quality and student achievement is not clear.   
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D.  Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 points)   

 

The independent, external evaluation of TNTP’s i3 implementation of the TEACh Initiative 

will be conducted by Learning Point Associates (LPA). The evaluation will be designed to 

answer six primary research questions addressing fidelity of program implementation, program 

impact on teacher knowledge of instruction, program impact on classroom instruction, and 

program impact on student achievement (please see Appendix H, pg. 4 for a full list of LPA’s 

six research questions). The study will build on the methods employed by the Noell et al. 

studies cited in Sections B and C. We hypothesize that the TEACh Initiative will be implemented 

with fidelity in high-poverty areas and will lead to an improvement in teacher knowledge of 

instruction, classroom instruction and student achievement. LPA’s evaluation of the TEACh 

Initiative will adopt a two-pronged approach to investigate these hypotheses.  

Part 1. The first part of the evaluation will examine implementation of TNTP’s TEACh 

Initiative. The LPA evaluation team will collect three primary categories of data:  

 Extant TNTP data tracking and assessments of teachers’ participation in the TEACh 

Initiative program, including attendance logs at training seminars, observation notes from 

program staff and data on teacher access to web-based professional development materials.  

 Quarterly online surveys to assess TEACh participants’ perceptions of their access to 

resources, attitudes toward the program and perceptions of barriers to implementation.  

 Annual surveys and interviews with key TNTP program staff as well as school and district 

personnel about their perception of TNTP’s implementation of the TEACh Initiative.  

These data will be shared with TNTP program staff throughout the course of the project to 

provide feedback on quality and progress of implementation. The data will also identify the 
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factors that both contribute to and pose challenges to program implementation and success in 

multiple contexts to inform future implementation and development. 

Part 2. The second part of the evaluation measure the effect of the TEACh Initiative on teacher 

content knowledge for instruction, classroom instruction and student achievement. LPA will 

employ a quasi-experimental treatment and nonequivalent comparison group design.  

Teacher Outcomes: To examine program impact on teacher knowledge and classroom 

instruction, LPA will select a random sample of TEACh participants in each study site and match 

them with new teachers from traditional certification programs in the same school. The matching 

process will select teachers with similar class compositions for student demographics, prior 

achievement, proportions of special education and limited English proficient students, and other 

measures. LPA will follow this sample of TEACh and traditionally certified new teachers for 

three years. With this sample, LPA will conduct surveys of instructional knowledge and 

classroom observations at the beginning of Year 1 of the study and the spring of Years 1, 2 and 3 

of the study.   

 Instructional knowledge will be measured using the Content Knowledge of Teaching (CKT) 

questionnaire developed by the University of Michigan and administered online.  

 Classroom observations will be conducted by LPA using the Classroom Assessment Scoring 

System (CLASS). CLASS has been tested and validated for Grades PK–5. Validation of the 

instrument for Grades 6–12 is underway. CLASS is a multilevel conceptual and 

measurement model that can be subjected to empirical tests and evaluation.  

LPA anticipates a minimum detectable effect of 0.25 standard deviations or smaller, sufficient to 

detect educationally meaningful differences in teacher knowledge and practice.   
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In addition, the researchers will survey this sample of teachers in the fall of Year 1 and the 

spring of Years 1, 2 and 3 to measure differences in school contexts such as working conditions, 

leadership and social relationships. Data will inform exploratory analyses about the relationship 

between implementation and context for testing in other settings, as well as requirements for 

replication across schools and districts.  

Student Achievement Outcomes: To examine TEACh Initiative effects on student achievement 

compared with other new teachers and experienced teachers. LPA will use the universe of 

student data connected to teacher data from each study site. Following the design used by Noell 

et al. (2008), the researchers will use multilevel modeling to conduct a value-added analysis of 

student test scores in grades 4-8 nested within teachers who are nested within schools. A single 

year, covariate-adjusted model that includes multiple years of prior test score data as well as 

demographic variables will be used. Separate analyses will be completed for mathematics and 

English/language arts.
13

 The models will be used to assess differences in student achievement 

associated with having an experienced teacher or a new teacher from one of three recruitment 

and certification routes (TEACh Initiative, traditional university-based certification programs, 

and other alternative certification programs). As in the study by Noell and colleagues, the 

evaluation will include a parallel analysis using a sample selected with propensity score 

matching to test the robustness of the findings from the analysis of the entire sample. Analyses 

will be completed separately for each study site and each year of data for four years. 

Effectiveness of the Screening Component of the TEACh Initiative: To examine the effect of 

the addition of an effectiveness screen to the TNTP TEACh Initiative, LPA will conduct an 

                                                 
13

 For the purposes of this estimate, the analysis will focus primarily on to the two content 

areas that are generally available across sites and grades – English Language Arts (ELA) and 

math. Science and social studies will be included when available. 
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interrupted time series (ITS) analysis of student achievement scores for those students in first- 

and second-year TFP-PTP participant classrooms. ITS analysis will allow an examination of 

changes in the slope or intercept of student achievement that may be attributed to these teachers. 

The strength of an ITS analysis rests on the number of data time points available prior to the 

change in intervention that can model an existing pattern in the data. Therefore, these analyses 

may be limited to a small number of sites where TNTP PTP has been in operation and data are 

available for multiple prior years.  

Students in matched comparison classrooms nested within schools in this analysis will be 

included to explore whether changes in the TEACh classrooms were also present in other 

conditions and therefore not attributable to any change in the TEACh intervention.  

In addition, TNTP will consider a staged rollout of effectiveness screens in district partner 

sites in which, for the first two years of the grant, sites that engage in expanding already existing 

TFP-PTP programs pilot the effectiveness screens while the remaining sites implement PTP 

program launch, but do not use these screens. The LPA evaluation team will take advantage of 

this ―natural experiment‖ by using an ITS analysis to compare the teacher effects of TEACh 

Initiative participants at sites that implement the screens to those at TEACh Initiative sites that 

have not yet implemented the screens. 

E.  Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 points).  

 (1)  The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project  

 

The TEACh Initiative will reach an estimated 253,000-337,000 students over the five-year 

grant period across all sites. The rationale for student impact numbers can be found on pp. 5 of 

Appendix H.  

TNTP’s staffing structure has the capacity to bring the TEACh Initiative to scale within the 

proposed project period and beyond. The success of our model is its bifurcated structure, with 
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small teams of two to four individuals at the project sites who are supported by a central team 

that provides expertise to all sites. TNTP’s structure includes the following: 

 An eight-member i3 Management Team of high-level TNTP staff to oversee the TEACh 

Initiative (please see pg. 31 for a description of the i3 Management Team). 

 Extant site staff in Chicago, DC and Nashville with experience in recruiting and training 

teachers for these sites and the ability to handle a cohort expansion.  

 Twelve Site Advisors who facilitate site launch and growth by advising on recruitment, 

selection, hiring, training and resources, communications, effectiveness, certification and 

operations for each site. In 2009, Site Advisors supported 26 teacher recruitment and 

certification sites.  

 A central team of 53 individuals that includes human capital, finance, communications, 

development and technology staff to support sites.  

 Two dedicated staff members for registering new certification programs. TNTP has 

registered and launched four certification programs over the last three years.  

Partner Capacity: The 2009 hiring numbers for each district demonstrate that partner LEAs have 

the capacity to hire the number of teachers indicated:  

Site  Teachers hired in 

2009 

Project TEACh 

Initiative hires per year 

Chicago Public Schools 929 75-100 (150 FY13-15) 

DC Public Schools 900 75-130 

Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools 577 75-100 

Fort Worth Independent School District 601 75-100 

The criteria for new sites include the ability to support 75-100 TEACh Initiative hires per year.   

 

(2)  The eligible applicant’s capacity to scale the project 

TNTP has the resources to bring the TEACh Initiative to scale both during the grant period 

and beyond. TNTP has raised over $27 million since 2009 to support the organization’s focus on 
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teacher effectiveness. Additionally, TNTP uses a fee-for-service model (Section F1), which 

supports the organization primarily through revenue from the LEAs to which it provides services 

on a contractual basis. 

TNTP also has the qualified personnel and management capacity to take the project to scale 

on a regional level. TNTP’s staffing structure has allowed the organization to launch 40 teacher 

recruitment programs in 23 states since 2000. Since 2001, TNTP has experienced annual average 

headcount growth of 20 percent, with a low of 3 percent growth in 2007 and a high of 35 percent 

growth in 2009. Also in 2009, TNTP was able to fill nearly 80 percent of open staff positions—

with candidates determined to be of high quality by hiring managers—within eight weeks.  

Capacity of the External Evaluator 

The quasi-experimental, independent external evaluation will be conducted by Learning 

Point Associates (LPA). Recent Learning Point Associates evaluations include the following 

quasi-experimental studies: Rural and Low-Income Schools (RLIS) Program (regression 

discontinuity), Indiana’s Full-Day Kindergarten (regression discontinuity), Wisconsin Reading 

First (matched sample interrupted time series), Amarillo Smaller Learning Communities 

(matched sample interrupted time series), and the Texas Ninth-Grade Transition and Intervention 

Program (propensity score matching). Evaluators will use the organization’s comprehensive 

technology infrastructure for data collection, management, analysis and security; rigorous 

processes of project management, quality assurance and client satisfaction assessment; and 

Institutional Review Board.  

 (3)  The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully 

The TEACh Initiative is a combination of two programs, Teaching Fellows Programs and 

Practitioner Teacher Programs, each of which have been replicated successfully by TNTP in a 

variety of settings and student populations. The organization has developed and normed 



The New Teacher Project 29 Project Narrative, Validation Grant 

 

recruitment strategies, selection criteria and rubrics, training curriculum, district hiring strategies, 

and certification curriculum and processes that are used by all new and existing sites across the 

country. TNTP accounts for variations in district need and populations by adjusting its 

recruitment focus for regionally specific high-need subject areas, while maintaining an emphasis 

on rigorous selection and a high-quality training curriculum at all sites. On 2009 end-of-year 

surveys conducted by TNTP, 100 percent of districts with teacher recruitment and certification 

services reported that they were satisfied with the programs.  

(4)  The eligible applicant’s estimate of the cost of the proposed project.  

 

 337,000 students 

(maximum of 

proposed project) 

100,000 

students 

250,000 

students 

500,000 

students 

Cost per student with teacher stipends $157 $531 $212 $106 

Cost per student without teacher stipends $134 $450 $180 $90 

 

(5)  The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate information 

on its project to support further development, expansion, or replication. 

 

TNTP has developed a robust internal communications system to develop, expand and 

replicate its programs. The core of this system is the Roadmap, a comprehensive, online guide 

for launching and operating high-quality programs. TNTP’s central staff maintains the Roadmap 

and site staff is expected to use the Roadmap to ensure best practices are being 

implemented. The Roadmap contains almost 230 web pages and over 1,100 documents 

instructing sites on recruitment, selection, training and support best practices.   

Externally, TNTP’s four-person Communications team will engage local media to promote 

the programs at the site level; highlight the performance of the TEACh Initiative on our website 

(www.tntp.org); include materials on the TEACh Initiative in the organization’s media packet; 

and present at education conferences. Since 2009, TNTP has been featured in over 540 

newspaper articles, radio reports, television segments and blog entries.   
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F.  Sustainability (up to 10 points). 

 

(1)  Resources to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 

 

TNTP operates all its programs as initiatives of the districts they serve (e.g., Nashville 

Teaching Fellows), thereby increasing local investment in the program—the same will hold true 

for TEACh Initiative sites. TNTP has launched a total of 40 alternate route teacher recruitment 

programs, of which approximately half are still operated by TNTP. In addition, 100 percent of 

Practitioner Teacher Programs launched by TNTP are still in operation. TNTP has achieved this 

level of sustainability through its unique revenue model. The majority of TNTP's annual revenue 

comes from contracts with the school districts and states to which it delivers services. The fee-

for-service model strengthens TNTP's partnerships by directly investing LEAs in TNTP's 

programs. Additionally, TNTP’s Practitioner Teacher Programs support themselves entirely 

through participant tuition after the first year of start-up costs.  

All partner LEAs will contribute a subsidy to support the TEACh Initiative in their district, 

with contributions increasing each year to minimize a ―cliff effect‖ after Year 5. Additionally, all 

i3 partner LEAs have agreed to submit sustainability plans to TNTP by the end of Year 2 that 

extend beyond the grant period.  

Support: Since certification decisions will rest with TNTP and recruitment is performed 

exclusively for the LEA, the school district is our only mission-critical supporter. We have 

researched state laws and determined that our PTP certification model can be approved in each 

site as a certification provider. In Washington, DC, the PTP is already approved.  

Private Match: TNTP has secured over $27 million dollars to support teacher effectiveness 

work; the organization is now approaching its current funders to officially repurpose some funds 

to support specifically i3 activities. At the invitation of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 
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TNTP has also joined the Foundation Registry, a portal for applicants seeking i3 matching funds. 

TNTP is confident of its ability to demonstrate evidence of a private match.  

 (2)  The potential and planning for the incorporation of project into ongoing work  

 

The TEACh Initiative is a critical component of TNTP’s work to increase teacher 

effectiveness. In the long-term, we envision that the program model discussed in this application 

(Teaching Fellows Program + Practitioner Teacher Program + Effectiveness Screens) will be the 

template for our teacher recruitment and training programs nationwide. An internal evaluation 

team will analyze internal and external data to identify best practices and TNTP’s central team 

will use the Roadmap described on pg. 29 to standardize and disseminate best practices.  

Increasing teacher effectiveness is also a core component of all TEACh Initiative partner 

districts’ human capital strategy plans (please see pg. 7 in Appendix H for partner LEA teacher 

effectiveness strategies); the TEACh Initiative will support districts in executing these plans. 

Additionally, the TEACh Initiative serves as a model for reorienting fundamental organizational 

practices (e.g., teacher supply strategies) to the goal of maximizing teacher effectiveness.  

G.  Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 points). 

 

(1) The adequacy of the management plan  

 

TNTP has assembled an i3 Management Team (i3MT) in recognition of the complexity of 

the proposed project. The i3MT will oversee the development and execution of the project over 

all five years and ensure its sustainability moving forward. The i3MT will include the Director of 

External Evaluation (i3 Project Director), Chief Executive Officer, Vice President (VP) of 

Teaching Fellows Programs, VP of Training & Certification, VP of Research and Evaluation, 

Director of Revenue Reporting, Senior Partner for Training & Certification (responsible for 

developing effectiveness screens) and the Grants Manager. The i3MT will meet quarterly to 

https://www.foundationregistryi3.org/
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monitor the project, including compliance with reporting regulations. Biographical summaries of 

i3MT members are available in Section G(2).  

Clearly Defined Responsibilities: TNTP has an established staffing structure in place to manage 

existing programs and launch new programs.  

Site Level 

Site Managers Oversee one site and implement recruitment, selection, training, 

development, certification and evaluation activities for teachers. 

Training and 

Resource Managers 

Provide pedagogical support to Fellows at one site in the pre-service 

Training Institute and in the certification program. 

Program Operations 

Managers 
Coordinate operations and communications activities for a site. 

Across Sites 

Partners Oversee three to four sites to monitor progress toward goals, manage 

relationships with LEAs and share best practices between sites. 

Site Advisors Core team of national experts that supports sites through project start-

up, ongoing program support, and troubleshooting in areas such as 

recruitment, selection, hiring, training, certification, and evaluation. 

Senior Partner for 

Training & 

Certification 

Provide guidance and materials to all sites on implementing End-of-

Institute and End-of-Year screens. 

Organizational Level 

Director of External 

Evaluation  

i3 Project Director. Monitor the organization’s progress toward goals 

and outcomes and coordinate TEACh Initiative external evaluation.  

VP of Research & 

Evaluation 

Oversee the Project Director’s work and ensure that data from TEACh 

Initiative sites informs best practices across the organization. 

VP of Teaching 

Fellows Programs Work with the Project Director to execute and oversee the recruitment 

and certification projects. VP of Training & 

Certification 

Chief Financial 

Officer 

Ensure fiscal compliance for the project and track expenses and 

revenues against the proposed budget. 

Chief Executive 

Officer 

Monitor successful execution of project within context of organizational 

stability and responsible growth. 

Grants Manager Ensure compliance with i3 reporting regulations. 

 

Partner LEA Responsibilities: Please see Appendix D for a full list of responsibilities in the 

Letters of Intent. All districts to be named later will agree to the same responsibilities.  

External Evaluator Responsibilities: Learning Point Associates is responsible for all activities 

outlined in Section D. Please see Appendix D for an executed MOU.   
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Timelines and Milestones  

Please see Appendix H, pp. 8-9 for a timeline illustrating program implementation at the 

site level, including teacher evaluation activities. The following timeline shows high-level 

activities across all years. DC will have five teacher cohorts; other sites will have four cohorts. 

Site 2011 2012 2013-2015 

Chicago  Recruit first teacher cohort through 

existing Chicago Teaching Fellows 

 Register the PTP 
 First cohort 

begins teaching 

and PTP  
Three more 

cohorts  recruited, 

prepared, 

evaluated, and 

certified 

Nashville  Recruit first teacher cohort through 

existing Nashville Teaching Fellows 

 Register the PTP 

Fort Worth, 

New Sites 
 Launch TFP and recruit first cohort 

 Register the PTP 

DC   Recruit teacher cohort through existing 

DC Teaching Fellows 

 First cohort begins teaching and 

coursework through existing DC PTP 

 Second cohort 

begins teaching 

and PTP 

 

(2)  The qualifications of the project director and key project personnel 
Ila Towery, Director of External Evaluation (i3 Project Director). As the i3 Project Director, Ms. 

Towery is responsible for ensuring that the TEACh Initiative meets all goals and outcomes 

described in this proposal and for coordinating the external i3 evaluation required by the grant. 

Prior to joining TNTP, Ms. Towery worked for The Boston Plan for Excellence (BPE) as the 

Director of Policy Analysis and Research, where she led research focused on the recruitment, 

hiring, induction and retention of high quality teachers to the Boston Public Schools; designed 

and oversaw major policy research initiatives (including research on dropout prevention and 

cross-sector collaboration); and coordinated external and internal evaluations of BPE programs. 

She holds a Ph.D. in Applied Child Development from Tufts University and a BA in Political 

Science and Education.  

Wendy Chang, Chief Financial Officer. Ms. Chang oversees the development and management 

of TNTP's financial operations, reporting, internal controls and financial strategy. Ms. Chang 
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comes to TNTP with over 12 years experience in financial services. Prior to joining TNTP, Ms. 

Chang was a Senior Finance Manager at Google, where she led teams that focused on financial 

management, budgeting and financial analysis for YouTube and Google's Content efforts.  Ms. 

Chang earned her MBA from Columbia Business School.  

Layla Avila, Vice President of Teaching Fellows Programs. Ms. Avila oversees TNTP's largest 

business line and a staff of over 80 individuals. Prior to her current role, Ms. Avila served as a 

Partner for the business line, managing the implementation of projects across the Southwest. Ms. 

Avila holds a Masters in Public Policy from Harvard University. She is a member of the South 

Whittier School District Board of Trustees.  

Sarah Heine, Vice President of Training & Certification. Ms. Heine oversees TNTP’s teacher 

training and certification programs (including Practitioner Teacher Programs). Immediately prior 

to this role Ms. Heine served as Partner for the Texas Teaching Fellows, a statewide initiative 

that recruits, selects, trains and certifies teachers across multiple regions in Texas.    

Fiona Lin, Vice President of Research & Evaluation. Ms. Lin oversees the internal and external 

evaluations of all of TNTP’s programs and service models. Immediately prior to this role, Ms. 

Lin served as Partner of TNTP’s Training & Certification line, where she managed a portfolio of 

contracts, including the Louisiana Practitioner Teacher Program, which has certified more than 

1,000 teachers and is training over a quarter of all new teachers in post-Katrina New Orleans. 

Ms. Lin holds a Masters in Education from the University of Michigan. 

Resumes for the project personnel above are available in Appendix C. Appendix C also includes 

resumes for the following additional personnel: Ariela Rozman, Chief Executive Officer; Kara 

Cenni, Director of Revenue Reporting, Christine Sargent, Senior Partner for Training & 

Certification (developing effectiveness screens); and Kris Mayrhofer, Grants Manager.  
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(3)  The qualifications, of the independent evaluator 

The external evaluation of the TEACh Initiative will be conducted by Learning Point Associates.  

Dr. Julie Reed Kochanek, Senior Research Associate (Project Director). Dr. Kochanek’s projects 

include working with state education agencies on the development and implementation of 

evaluation plans for state policies and programs, the creation of protocols to collect data for 

evaluation, and consultation on the potential use of Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems to 

inform policymaking. She has conducted multilevel regression modeling, logistic regression, and 

latent variable analysis. She holds a doctoral degree in sociology from the University of Chicago.  

Kelly Hallberg, Senior Research Associate. Ms. Hallberg specializes in program evaluation and 

policy analysis. She currently serves as the principal investigator for an evaluation of the Early 

Reading First program as implemented by Illinois Action for Children. She oversees all project 

activities for the evaluation of three 21st Century Community Learning Center grantees in New 

York City. Ms. Hallberg earned a master of public policy degree from the University of Chicago, 

where she concentrated on education and child and family policy. She currently is pursuing a 

doctoral degree in human development and social policy from Northwestern University.  

Dr. Ayrin C. Molefe, Statistician/Methodologist. Dr. Molefe is currently contributing to an 

Institute of Education Sciences–funded, cluster-randomized study of the impact of the Measures 

of Academic Progress (MAP). MAP is a formative assessment tool used in more than 10,000 

U.S. schools and includes a teacher training program on differentiated instruction and student 

achievement. Dr. Molefe recently completed extensive training in randomized controlled trials 

under Larry Hedges and Mark Lipsey, quasi-experimental methods under Tom Cook and Will 

Shadish, and hierarchical linear models under Stephen Raudenbush and Anthony Bryk. She 

earned a doctoral degree in statistics from Northern Illinois University.  

Appendix C also includes resume for Dr. Coby Meyers, Research Associate. 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 



supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The New Teacher Center through its TEACh Initiative proposes to 
implement an effectiveness-based teacher preparation program. The project 
provides considerable data highlighting the need for the project in addressing 
the development of teachers who serve high-need students.  Further, the 
project (TEACh) intends to create or expand the current programs being 
highlighted in TEACh, which is further documented by the same programs 
TEACh proposes to expand (Boyd et all , 2006 and Noell et al, 2009). The 
goals of the project are clearly stated and provides the foundation for seeking 
answers to the specific research questions highlighted in the project. The 
project provides a direct collection of data connecting the goals, objectives, 
and outcomes, which is consistent with the research evidence supporting the 
project.  

 
Weaknesses 

The project proposal needs to include research, which links directly to 
teacher instruction (pg. 20). There is no mention of teacher evaluation.  

 

Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 



(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant shows past performance through its TEACh Initiative as a 
system of support for training teachers through its teaching fellows programs 
serving schools districts within/outside its geographical location. The 
applicant has implemented large scale grants and provided subgrants to other 
agencies in the past throughout its geographical region.  Through the high 
level of trained teachers, the applicant has produced substantial numbers of 
teachers trained to be effective educators across several states. Experience 
level and data on teacher success rate is extraordinary.  
 

 



Weaknesses 

TNTP has no evidence of implementing complex services or implementing 
federally funded programs, and only provides moderate evidence of 
increasing student achievement. There is no significant data provided to 
show direct evidence of TNTP trained teachers on student achievement. 
Actual data for teachers trained by TNTP would have been more beneficial. 
There is no data on nonsuccess. The applicant did not address how teachers 
will be securing certification.  
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4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 



(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The applicant proposes to reach a projected approximately 253,000-337,000 
students across all sites over the duration of the grant period (pg. 26). The 
project has the potential through its proven record to be replicated 
successfully. Its fee-for-service model provides an avenue to replicate the 
project after the validation grant period, with fidelity. Data regarding 
teachers hired are provided.  
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant mentioned that it has raised $27 million since 2009 to support 
the organization's focus on teacher effectiveness; however, there is no 
mention of how these funds were used and how they will be used to scale-up 
the project after the validation grant period. There is no direct evidence of 
the availability of resources (funds) for replicating and scaling up the project. 
Even with the fee-for-service model, there is no guarantee that such a 
program will garner the resources necessary for scaling-up and replication.  
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6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The project through its letters of support and project partners has 
demonstrated that it has the resources to operate the project within the 
proposed validation grant period. Many mechanisms to disseminate the 
TEACh programs are highlighted giving credence to sustainability of the 
TEACh program to operate the project throughout the length of the 
validation grant period. With the many partnerships and the collaborative 
nature of TNTP, it is possible for TNTP to secure support of stakeholders to 
sustain the project beyond the validation grant period. The project is well 
established within a complex urban district.  

 
Weaknesses 
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7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 



conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 
Strengths 

The project's management plan provides detailed information regarding the 
qualification, training, and experience of essential staff for the project 
through curriculum vitas. TNTP staff/i3 team has a substantial track record 
of managing large scale grants and providing large scale services. Key 
personnel (project director, professional development coordinator, literacy 
consultant, evaluator, etc) are identified with clearly defined responsibilities 
and duties. The identified LEA/partner responsibilities further solidify TNTP 
ability to manage and sustain the proposed project interventions and 
activities. 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

The project's details about how they are going to manage the sites are weak. 
Considering the level of commitment needed for management of a state-wide 
initiative such as the proposed project, there needs to be more in-depth 
information as to how the interventions would be managed and accounted for 
at each school site and/or district. The timeline for implementation of 
interventions and activities are limited. Staff does not have high credentials 
in teacher education.  
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Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 



programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The proposed project does not align appropriate outcomes and measures 
consistent with this preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

None.  
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2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The proposed project does not align appropriate outcomes and measures 
consistent with this preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

None.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 



of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The proposed project does not align appropriate outcomes and measures 
consistent with this preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

None.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The proposed project does not align appropriate outcomes and measures 
consistent with this preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

None.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  17  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  11  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  5  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  5  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 48 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 04: 84.396B  
Reader #2:  
Applicant: The New Teacher Project, Inc. -- , - , (U396B100134)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The proposed project seeks to provide effective and certified teachers to urban 
school districts. The proposal lacks data regarding the impact on student 
achievement accomplished by the teacher trained in this program. In addition, the 
management plan lacks detail to insure successful project implementation. The 
staff lack background and training in teacher education and teacher certification. 
Since that is the core work of the project, staff trained in these important areas 
would strengthen the proposal. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 



 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

1. The proposal addresses teacher effectiveness and certification through the 
combination of two existing programs serving these priorities. The current 
operation of the program in an urban setting is described and the fee for 
service basis of the project is presented. p.2,3 The program is exceptional in 
that screening of candidates occurs twice in the preparation cycle and 
participating school districts report high levels of satisfaction with the 
program p.3 The benchmarks identified require LEAs seeking to participate 
to have a 60% enrollment of minority students and the percentage of students 
not meeting AYP must be higher than the state level. p.4 This suggests that 
the targeted students to be served will be high needs students.  
 
2. Goals are presented and objectives are stated in clear an measurable terms. 
For example, by the fifth year of the project enactment, 1850-2475 new 
teachers will be prepared to use a student achievement focused certification 
curriculum. p.5 
 
3. The project design reflects recent research. For example, Nye, et.al 2004 
states that teacher quality impacts student achievement and research 
concerning the Fellows Program presented by Boyd, et.al 2008 presents the 
impacts of that program. p.20  

 
Weaknesses 

3. Further references from research should be cited to strengthen the 
rationale for the proposed project. Direct links to improved student 
achievement resulting from instruction by teachers enrolled in such alternate 
certification programs needs to be presented with results linked to teacher 
instruction. p.20  

 

Reader's Score: 17 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 



Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 



(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

1. The past performance of the applicant in complex projects is described in 
terms of the training of 37,000 teachers since the project began in 1997. 
p.20  Some of this experience is in the New City Schools which is a complex 
system where 26% of the teachers were trained by this program. Overall the 
applicant managed 40 Teaching Fellows Programs in 39 cities and in 23 
states. p.20  

 
Weaknesses 

1. The experience implementing the project should be presented in terms of 
the complexity of the project in enactment. For example, information 
regarding securing certification of the candidates and securing contracts with 
large cities is not described. As a result the complexity of the project is not 
explained well. p.20 
 
2. Data is not presented concerning the success of the trained teachers on 
improving student achievement. Evidence of improved student achievement 
resulting from instruction by these prepared teachers is needed to strengthen 
the proposal. p.20 Data is not presented regarding attrition of teachers trained 
by this program and those that have lost their jobs due to a reduction in 
force.  

 

Reader's Score: 11 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 



key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 



1. The project will reach 253,000-337,000 students over 5 years. p.26 The 
applicant has the capacity to reach this number of students through teacher 
preparation as it is presented. p.26 
 
2. The applicant identifies 12 site advisers and a central team of 57 staff 
members with 2 staff focused on registering new certification programs. p.27 
Data from the participating cities regarding new teachers hired is presented. 
For example, Chicago hired 929 teachers in 2009. The organization raised 27 
million in 2009 to support the teacher effectiveness effort. Forty teacher 
recruitment efforts have been launched in 23 states. 
 
3. The replication of the project is possible since there is a need for 
recruitment and hiring assistance by large urban districts and the structure of 
the organization and its work is well structured and easy to understand. p.29 
It is reported that there is a 100% satisfaction level by users. p.29 
 
4.The cost of $157 per student is based on 337,000 students. It is estimated 
that 500,000 students served results in a cost estimate of $106 per student. 
 
5. Dissemination is planned using local media, a project web site and 
presentations at education conferences nationally. p.29  

 
Weaknesses 

None.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

1. A fee for service is the current funding for the project.  
The applicant states that LEA partners will contribute a subsidy to support 



the initiative to achieve sustainability. Each partner is to submit 
sustainability plans. p.30 In addition, the organization is a working partner in 
several states and 100% of their sites are operational. The organization has 
27 million in grant funds and is listed as a partner by the Gates Foundation.  

 
Weaknesses 

1. No plan to sustain the project that provides for the project costs is 
presented. p.30 No evidence of support of stakeholders is provided and 
discussed. 
 
2. There is no assurance that LEAs will have the funds to pay the subsidy 
that is to be required to continue the project. p.30  

 

Reader's Score: 5 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

1. A chart reflecting the management plan is provided. p.32 The site 
manager's responsibilities are outlined at the site level.  Responsibilities of 
other staff are also identified. The Team meets quarterly to manage the 
project. The members of the team are identified and appropriate. The partner 
LEA responsibilities are identified and appropriate. p.32 
 
2. The Project Director is identified. This person has a doctorate in applied 
child development and has worked in a Boston City project that is complex. 
The evaluator is identified and has background in similar project assessment 
and experimental design assessment.  



 
Weaknesses 

1. The timeline is limited with no key actions linked to objectives and then to 
staff responsible and benchmarks. A fully developed management chart is 
needed to strengthen the proposal. p.33 The chart and plan do not address 
tasks related to sustainability and to scalability of the proposed project. 
 
2. The Project Director does not have a background in teacher education or 
teacher certification at the local or state level.The background of this person 
is not adequate for the position. (see resume) 
 
3. The Project Director does not have a background in experimental design 
assessment. Other staff in key positions on the project lack backgrounds in 
teacher education and certification. (see resumes)  

 

Reader's Score: 5 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 



Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.  

 
Weaknesses 



 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The applicant does not specifically address this priority.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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show names

show group subtotals 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 07/08/2010 8:35 AM  

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: The New Teacher Project, Inc. -- , - , (U396B100134)  

Reader #3:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  18  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
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20  15  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
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15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
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10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  8  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  0  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 61 
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Validation 04: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: The New Teacher Project, Inc. -- , - , (U396B100134)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

This project seeks validation of its program to recruit/train/certify/place/ and 
evaluate teachers who complete its rigorous procedures. It has a strong track 
record of recruiting/training/sorting teachers by student achievement results. It has 
a number of successful sites including NYC and DC. It offers a full compliment 
of Human Resource services related to teachers; It is acknowledged by 
foundations. The organization has experienced managers and has its own 
protocols and standards. It meets the effective teaching requirements of the 
Validation criteria, serves low income schools successfully, has its own 
certification process and one grouping of its teachers has been found to be 
superior to a control group of teachers in NYC. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 



the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

This validation grant can validate Human Resource practices that yield 
effective teachers in urban classrooms. 
 
The applicant claims a high percentage of minority students are served by its 
trained participants in partner urban districts. 
 
This application represents an innovative study that can bring forth useful 
information to strengthen selection training and retention of effective 
teachers. 
 
It somewhat models the successful NBPTS process that identifies teachers 
who can meet certain teaching standards. 
 
The project hopes to develop an "effectiveness screening process" for broad 
use in school districts over time. 
 
The project ties student achievement to teacher effectiveness (pg 12)  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no mention of local collective bargaining/ state standards re: 
Teacher evaluation limitations or use. 
 
The application contains no reference to teacher failure, or sub standard 
performance, and how that has been dealt with in partner districts. 
 
There is no mention of trained teacher turnover in the application.  

 



Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 



(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant has experience in innovating and managing Human 
Resource  processes in education. 
 
The applicant has strong urban school district partnering experience. 
 
The applicant cites very strong trained teacher numbers in NYC, particularly 
in math (26% of math teachers in New York City are from this program). 
 
The agency has supervised a number of federal grants. 
 
The application cites strong data on teacher retention. 
 
The applicant cites success with improving test scores in high minority-
poverty schools. 
 
The program currently has 40 TNTP teaching fellowship sites in 23 states  

 
Weaknesses 

There is no data in the application about unsuccessful teachers. nor non-
renewed/dismissed/RIFfed teachers, and how these factors have effected the 
project. 
 
There is no discussion as to how the trained teachers connect to various 
school district performance evaluation procedures or other collective 
bargaining contract language restrictions in various school districts.  

 

Reader's Score: 15 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 



applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Student cost estimates include $253,000 for 337,000 students. Costs range 
from $134.00 to $157.00 per student as the numbers scale up. 
 
The applicant already certifies teachers in several states. 
 
There are 53 staff members to support sites. 
 
The organization has 40 teacher recruiting programs in 23 states since 2001. 

 
Weaknesses 

Despite the focus on critical human resource issues of recruitment and 
training, there is no data ( such as teacher performance records) in the report 
dealing with teacher turnover, and related in-district Human Capital issues 
re: seniority/RIFing/measures of effectiveness as evidence to strengthen the 
scaling up rationale etc.  

 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant agency is already established as a working partner in several 
states. 
 
The applicant agency has integrated its Human Resource capabilities and 



training with ongoing needs for urban teachers in many US Cities. 
 
100 percent of all TNTP sites are currently operational. 
 
This process is already attracting attention as a national teacher effectiveness 
model 
 
The applicant agency has secured 27 million dollars in grant money over 
time. 
 
The project is recommended by the Gates Foundation to become a listed 
organization in the Foundation Registry for matching funds etc.  

 
Weaknesses 

None Noted  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Pg 32 and appendix H outline details of the management plan. 
 
The resume's of key staff reflect seasoned, experienced managers and 
supervisors who run the organization. 
 
The applicant agency has provided data in the application of its successful 
record in serving certain key Human Capital needs in client cities.  



 
Weaknesses 

The plan ignores revealing critical statistics about teacher effectiveness, 
reassignments, transfers, and turnover in its partner districts that may 
influence how the proposed project may play out over time.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 



(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 



Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/08/2010 8:35 AM    
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Applicant: The New Teacher Project, Inc. -- , - , (U396B100134)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

STRENGTHS:  The project components are firmly grounded in the research 
on teacher professional development.  Each component is discussed as it 
relates to and aligns with the available evidence base for increasing student 
achievement outcomes.  Beginning at the teacher recruitment stage the 
research supporting the component is detailed to support data informed 
decision making. The table on page three displays the core components of 
the TEACH Initiative which are anticipated to link to the success of teachers 
and students.  Project goals and objectives on page 5 link the overarching 



goal of increasing teacher effectiveness with significant student achievement 
gains.  The potential for being an effective teacher as measured by increasing 
student outcomes is the focus of the project and is reinforced and discussed 
throughout the proposal.  Numerous studies are cited that support the 
components of the project and demonstrate moderate evidence for substantial 
and significant impact on student achievement and closing the achievement 
gap.  For example on page 15 the work of Tennessee's project STAR is cited 
that found a moderate effect on student achievement in math and 
reading.  The California STAR project was cited to demonstrate the link 
between teacher effectiveness and student achievement, although the 
specifics of the research are not described so it is difficult to determine the 
validity of the study.  Other studies are cited from other parts of the country 
that demonstrate the link between teacher effectiveness through the use of 
teaching fellows component, teaching certification and student achievement 
for low income, high poverty students which have the potential for 
decreasing the learning gap.  Likewise the results are supportive of reducing 
the student reliance on remedial education.  The discussion of the magnitude 
and the effect grounded in previous research is supportive of the current 
model's potential for achieving similar outcomes.  The proposal highlights 
the estimations of effect of the current project is a conservative estimate of 
the impact of the professional development model on student achievement.  

 
Weaknesses 

WEAKNESSES:  Although this section is very strong and provides evidence 
of the strength of the proposed model, the model for the Los Angeles study is 
not described (p.15).  The narrative states a more recent experimental study 
but does not state if the students were randomly assigned as was the case in 
the Tennessee study or if the design was quasi-experimental.  Including the 
details of the study would strengthen the proposal.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 



in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

STRENGTHS:  The independent external evaluator is named and the 
evaluation aligns with six evaluation questions that address both fidelity of 
implementation(formative evaluation) and impact on teacher and student 
outcomes (summative evaluation).  The evaluators will use a mixed methods 
approach to the evaluation which includes standardized instruments, surveys, 
interviews and observations to determine teacher and student impact.  The 
data will be shared with the project staff to provide feedback on project 
quality and implementation progress (p.23).  This component of the 



evaluation will allow for mid-course corrections and ensure that the project 
stays on the timeline and maximizes impact.  The outcomes component will 
employ a quasi-experimental non-equivalent comparison group design using 
interrupted time series analysis.  Effect sizes are discussed for the 
instruments based on the sample size and the measurement time points.  A 
discussion of the use of the data is discussed on page 25 which includes 
exploring the relationship of implementation and testing administration 
context to inform program replication.  Student achievement outcomes will 
be examined based on a value added analysis using the prior year test score 
and demographic factors as covariates.  The comparison group will be drawn 
from non-participating classrooms using propensity score matching.  This 
model will help tease out the differential impact of these factors as well as 
teacher factors on student achievement outcomes.  The investigation of the 
effectiveness of the screening component is novel and will add to the 
literature base.  The external evaluator is included and there appears to be 
sufficient support to carry out an effective evaluation.  The inclusion of an 
evaluation advisory board is also a strong technique for ensuring rigor.  

 
Weaknesses 

WEAKNESSES:  Validity and reliability of each of the assessments needs to 
be described.  For example, the description of the Content Knowledge of 
Teaching questionnaire on page 25 lacks reliability and validity information 
although the CLASS instrument description states the assessment has been 
validated for PK-5 and is in the validation process for G6-12.  Likewise, 
examples of the items in the on-line survey of teacher perceptions should be 
included.  The continuous quality improvement component is not built into 
the timeline.  Including reporting and feedback loops for program 
improvement and documentation of lessons learned would improve the 
proposal.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 



working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 



the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 



college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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1  ______  

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 1  ______  



the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 



(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant cited studies that found that teacher quality explains about 
13%  and 7%, respectively, of variance in student achievement in math and 
reading. Additional information was provided about studies showing that the 
Practitioner Teacher Programs they are proposing have a modest effect on 
student achievement.  
They hypothesized that the project would increase math and reading student 
achievement by about 0.15 SD. 

 



Weaknesses 

The applicant discussed only one study in which the impact of the project 
reduced the achievement gap of disadvantaged students.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 



other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The applicant proposes to conduct a quasi-experimental study with 
comparison schools. 
A value added analysis of student test scores will be used which should 
provide good implementation data. 
They detail the likely observable effect that will be meaningful to detect 
educationally meaningful differences. 
A continuous reporting system is described that will delineate factors that 
support program implementation and those factors that pose challenges. 
Learning Point Associates appears to have the staff and resources to properly 
conduct the evaluation. 

 
Weaknesses 

The reporting may not contain the detail needed for replication. 
They did not specifically state that neither the program developer, nor the 
program implementer, would evaluate the impact of the project. 

 

Reader's Score: 12 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 



populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 



(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 06/29/2010 9:00 AM    
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Absolute Priority and Competitive Preference Priorities of the Project 

Absolute Priority 4 – Innovations that Turn Around Persistently Low-Performing Schools  

All schools proposed for the implementation of intervention services and for the 

evaluation meet the definition for Title I schools that are in corrective action (CA), Restructuring 

1 (R-1) or Restructuring 2 (R-2) under section 1116 of the ESEA.  Some of the schools also meet 

the definition for persistently lowest-achieving schools (see Table H-1 in Appendix H). The 

proposed intervention is a targeted approach to reform and provides significantly more time for 

students in kindergarten to third grade to learn core academic content by expanding the school 

year. Specific strategies for addressing this priority are described in Sections A-G of the Project 

Narrative. 

Competitive Preference Priority 5 – Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes  

The K-3 Plus intervention provides services to students pre-kindergarten to pre-third 

grade and the project evaluation focuses on the effects of ESY in helping to prepare young 

children for kindergarten and thus close the achievement gap for high-need early childhood 

students. The intervention design is described in Section A and the literature to support early 

childhood ESY services. 

 Competitive Preference Priority 7 – Innovations to Address the Unique Learning Needs of 

Students with Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students  

It is estimated that 114 students with disabilities will be served in the experimental K-3 

Plus ESY classrooms, providing great opportunities for inclusive summer services in Years 1 and 

5, doubling that number in Years 2, 3 and 4. We estimate that at least 17% of the 570 students 

per year per cohort will be limited English proficient students. Outcome data for these students 

will be collected and analyzed to determine whether K-3 Plus has a positive effect on academic 

and social skills for these students (see Section D and Appendix H).  
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Competitive Preference Priority 8 – Innovations that Serve Schools in Rural LEAs 

Gallup-McKinley school district also meets the 2009 rural low-income school program 

eligibility and K-3 Plus ESY services will be implemented for 150 students in Gallup-McKinley 

schools in Years 1 and 5 of the project and 300 students in Years 2, 3, and 4. The same number 

of students will be enrolled in the control group and students in both groups in all 5 years will be 

a part of the evaluation. We will examine whether there are differential summer activities for 

students in rural areas that increase summer learning loss that is remediated by K-3 Plus and we 

will evaluate cost differences for implementing K-3 Plus in rural versus urban schools and LEAs. 

A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 
 

This proposal is for a randomized control trial (RCT) to conduct a cost-effectiveness 

analysis (CEA) of an Extended School Year (ESY) intervention known as the K-3 Plus Program 

which is currently being piloted with high-need students in New Mexico (NM). It applies 

rigorous scientific methods to an intervention at the forefront of President Obama’s school 

reform effort in a state where more than 50% of children are Hispanic, 11% are Native 

American, and 24% lived in poverty in 2008 (Kids Count data book). In 2009, the percentage of 

New Mexico schools failing to meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) jumped from 58.5% to 

68.3%.The number of schools in restructuring doubled from 84 to 171 (NEA, 2009). This 

validation study is exceptional in the methods, the intervention to be evaluated and the 

population that will be served. New Mexico’s K-3 Plus is the first state pilot project that extends 

the school year to 205 days for high-risk early childhood students—a significant increase to the 

180 days that are provided to the majority of students in the U.S. (Bickford, 2009).  

Applicant and Partners 

The applicant for this award is Utah State University (USU), and official partners include 

New Mexico Local Education Agencies (LEAs) Gallup-McKinley, Albuquerque, Las Cruces, 
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and Gadsden,; and New Mexico State University (NMSU). These official partners will receive 

subgrants to provide services and assist with research activities for this award. New Mexico State 

Public Education Department (NM PED) and the New Mexico Office of Educational 

Accountability (NM OEA) are unofficial partners to help to disseminate and take to scale the 

effective K-3 Plus practices and strategies identified as a result of this validation study. 

Intervention Design 

The purpose of New Mexico K-3 Plus is to narrow the achievement gap for 

disadvantaged students by increasing academic skills. K-3 Plus is designed to improve early 

literacy and numeracy achievement, minimize summer learning loss, and provide safe, alternate 

opportunities for disadvantaged students. Schools and school districts apply to the state’s Public 

Education Department (NM PED) for K-3 Plus funding. The 2007 K-3 Plus New Mexico state 

legislation specifies the target population which is kindergarten to third grade, the intensity of the 

program and the school funding process. The main components of K-3 Plus legislation includes:  

1. A minimum of 25 additional full days in smaller class sizes 

2. Instruction focused on literacy, math, social skills, arts, and physical education. 

3. Provision of transportation, breakfast and lunch 

4. Professional development training in literacy 

5. Teachers certified in Elementary Education, with a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree 

6. A parental involvement component  

This study will measure the impact of increased instructional time on costs and resources as well 

as literacy, numeracy, and social skills of students. The K-3 Plus intervention began in the 

summer of 2007. The New Mexico legislature is seeking evidence that it makes a difference for 

high-need students served by their public schools. Without that evidence, the K-3 Plus program 

may not be continued or scaled-up. It is time to find out whether high quality summer school 
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programs can significantly improve academic achievement and other outcomes—such as reduced 

special education services and increased employment—for high-need students and their families. 

Validation Study All of the schools that will implement the K-3 Plus ESY intervention 

as part of this project are low-performing schools as described in the beginning of the proposal 

narrative. The intervention funding provided through this validation grant to support K-3 Plus 

services for experimental group students will supplement (and not supplant) existing state K-3 

Plus funds and will pay for ESY services for students who otherwise would not receive them. 

These services will be implemented consistent with the New Mexico K-3 Plus statute and NM 

PED policies and regulations. The study sample includes schools and students that are the focus 

of the state legislation (85% or more Free or Reduced Lunch [FRL]) and a broader sample of 

students and schools that qualify under AYP status as low performing schools and may have 

fewer than 85% FRL eligible students. 

LEA staff in the four partner LEAs will recruit families and students in the spring prior to 

kindergarten in AYP status-eligible schools to participate in the RCT. LEAs will receive $2,000 

per student from this grant to provide K-3 Plus intervention services for students in the 

experimental group. LEAs will also receive $100 per experimental group student and $25 per 

control student for research-related costs. In Spring 2011, USU staff will randomly assign the 

first cohort of pre-kindergarten students to K-3 Plus ESY services or to the control group. The 

same process will be repeated for a second pre-kindergarten cohort in Spring 2012. Parents of all 

students in the study will be paid $100 at the time of enrollment and first assessment and $50 per 

subsequent assessment. A subsample of families in each group will be invited to participate in 

focus groups.  

The state of New Mexico currently funds K-3 Plus intervention for approximately 7,000 

students throughout the state in eligible schools. Rigorous comparisons of the costs and 
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outcomes of K-3 Plus compared with the alternative summer break are essential to replication 

and scale-up. The 2008 average K-3 Plus expenditure per student for services, including 

transportation, was $1,622 (Goetze & Price, 2009). The intervention is intensive and relatively 

inexpensive to implement. 

High-Need Students 

New Mexico serves some of the most diverse students in the nation. K-3 Plus is being 

implemented in small, remote, rural schools and in large urban schools with broad representation 

of minority students .In 2008-09, K-3 Plus enrollment consisted of 6.8% Caucasian, 1.5% Black, 

72.5% Hispanic, 0.4% Asian or Pacific Islander, and 18.8% American Indian students (Goetze & 

Price, 2009).  

K-3 Plus dual language classrooms are common. Teacher surveys showed that 41% of K-

3 Plus teachers held a license in Teaching English to Speakers in Other Languages (Goetze & 

Price, 2009). In 2007-08, 57,000 students in New Mexico (about 17% of New Mexico’s student 

population) were served in bilingual programs and 9,300 of those were in dual language 

immersion classes (Garcia, 2009). Approximately 17% of students served in K-3 Plus classrooms 

have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). Teachers and administrators reported that K-3 Plus 

is a great opportunity to deliver inclusive ESY services to students with disabilities. This 

diversity, of the ESY services, schools, teachers, families and students will be captured by the 

measures proposed for the study, as shown in Table H-2 in Appendix H.  

Goals and Objectives 

The goals and objectives of the proposed validation study directly address Absolute 

Priority 4, and will provide evidence to support wider implementation of this targeted approach 

to educational reform. The project goals and objectives are presented in Table 1 and specific 

strategies, milestones and outcomes for accomplishing the objectives are provided in Section G – 
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Management and Personnel.  

Table 1: Goals and Objectives of K-3 Plus Validation Study 

Goal # Description/Objectives 

1 Determine the cost-effectiveness of K-3 Plus in reducing the student achievement 
gap for students in low performing schools in Kindergarten through Grade 3. 

 Objective 1:  Rigorously evaluate and measure the short and long-term outcomes 
associated with K-3 Plus. 

 Objective 2:  Evaluate the mediating and moderating variables that impact the 
outcomes achieved with the K-3 Plus intervention. 

 Objective 3:  Identify the resources and costs used to support effective extended 
school year intervention services in diverse rural and urban schools and 
LEAs. 

 Objective 4:  Analyze cost-effectiveness of the K-3 Plus intervention for high need 
diverse students in low performing rural and urban schools. 

2 Use the cost-effectiveness findings as a basis for replication and scale-up of the K-3 
Plus intervention in New Mexico and to support, implement and tailor the extended 
school year intervention to meet the needs of diverse students and schools in other 
regions of the United States. 

 Objective 5: Disseminate K-3 Plus cost-effectiveness evidence to New Mexico 
constituents to support scale-up. 

 Objective 6: Develop national ESY program recommendations based on study 
findings to support broader replication and scale up. 

 Objective 7: Disseminate the cost-effectiveness analysis findings to support 
sustainability, replication and scale-up at a national level. 

 

Moderate Evidence Supports an Early Childhood ESY Services Validation Study  

There is compelling evidence to support a more rigorous evaluation of ESY services for 

high-risk students, particularly during early childhood. President Obama and Secretary Duncan 

have called for an expansion of the school calendar to increase the competitive advantage for 

U.S. students relative to those in other countries (Pauslson, 2009; Thomma, 2009). Many argue 

for ESY based on data that show U.S. students’ average school year is 180 days and these 

students have lower test scores than students in other countries whose average school year is 200 

days.(Bickford, 2009). These international comparisons raise interest in ESY as a strategy to 
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increase the U.S. competitive advantage at home. However these are simple correlations and do 

not provide causal evidence to link more school days to higher test scores. 

Table in Appendix H shows moderate evidence—studies with high internal and moderate 

external validity—to support the proposed validation study to evaluate the effectiveness of ESY 

services on student outcomes. This table summarizes the most relevant evidence by author and 

title and describes the internal and external validity level for each study. It also includes 

differences and similarities in context between those studies and the proposed project—such as 

student age or grade, intervention quality and quantity, and student socio-economic or 

demographic variables that may increase or decrease the generalizability of the study findings to 

New Mexico’s K-3 Plus intervention. The studies in Table 2 are described in Section B. 

In addition, the recommendations made by (Cooper,2000) in an ESY meta-analysis 

underscore the need for this project and are consistent with the intervention, methods and target 

population proposed in this study: that the intervention should be based on a curriculum that 

includes reading and math; that it include a rigorous evaluation and that it allow local control 

over curricula and delivery systems. He strongly recommends that future research include cost 

and cost-effectiveness analysis of the intervention which has been largely absent in past research.  

This study will provide strong evidence—using a rigorous experimental design—about 

the cost-effectiveness of early childhood ESY services for high-need students. This validation 

project will take the evidence base for ESY to the next level—the level needed to validate the 

effects of ESY to support its replication and scale-up in New Mexico and elsewhere in the U.S.  

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

Strength of Research 

In examining supporting evidence for extending New Mexico’s K-3 school year by 25 

days, it is important to consider the type of extension being studied. According to the National 
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Center on Time and Learning database of 655 schools, expanded-time schools typically chose to 

extend the length of the day (e.g., longer hours or after-school programming) rather than the 

length of the school year (Farbman, 2009, 2010). Studies too numerous to list here reported 

results of ESY interventions for children with disabilities. Whenever possible, research cited in 

this section excludes studies on extended length of school day and includes studies dealing with 

days added to the school year—programs typically labeled as “summer school.”  

Several relevant research studies which rise to the level of moderate-strength evidence for 

the potential success of K-3 Plus are shown in Table 2. For example, results from the quasi- 

experimental, randomized placement study reported by Angrist and colleagues (2010) show 

significantly greater gains in both reading and math for the treatment group. This study of the 

Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) with 457 matched students in grades 5-8 extended both the 

school days and the number of days in the school year. Teachers were specially trained and class 

sizes were small with student-teacher ratios of about 14:1. The student population, while older 

than the proposed study, was similar to the proposed K-3 Plus Validation Study in that students 

were mostly Hispanic, almost 80% qualified for FRL, and about one fifth were limited in English 

proficiency. Effect sizes of 0.35 for math and 0.12 for English language arts were reported. As 

with other studies in Table2, this study has high internal validity and moderate external validity 

for the proposed K-3 Plus Validation study.  

Significance of Effect 

Notably, studies shown in Table 2 lend credence to the likelihood of finding significant 

effects in improving student achievement with a proposed sample size of 1,140 students per 

cohort year in the K-3 Plus Validation Study. Using Cohen’s (1988) d metric, these studies found 

effect sizes ranged from about .12 to nearly .6. To ensure that we can capture even small effects, 

we conducted a power analysis (Appendix H: Detailed Evaluation Plan) which shows that for an 
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Table 2: Selected Studies Providing Moderate Evidence of Potential Effectiveness for K-3 Plus Validation Study 
   Internal Validity External Validity 
First 
Author, 
Year 

Sample 
Size Selected Findings 

Level of 
Evidence Design Issues 

Level of 
Evidence 

Design 
Similarities 

Design Difference 
Examples 

Roderick, 
2004 

N = 8, 
585 to 
6,824 3rd 
graders  
(6th & 8th 
graders not 
applicable 
here) 

3rd graders’ adjusted 
reading gains 2 months; 
math gains were about 
3months; positive effects 
for gender, racial and 
ethnic groups.  

High ESY gain estimates 
via HLM models, 
statistical controls- 
demographics, &prior 
achievement level; no 
control or comparison 
groups; Maturation 
threat to int. validity 

Moderate High-stakes 
testing; 3rd 
graders 

Mandatory for low test 
scorers; 3rd, 6th, and 8th 
grade; 3rd graders had 
90 hours instruction 
over 6 weeks; required 
same curriculum that 
was aligned with test; 
smaller avg. class size  

Borman, 
2004; 
Borman, 
2006  

N = 475 
 

No significant program 
effect for 1-year program; 
2-year treatment effect 
minimal for 2000 cohort. 
Statistically significant 
treatment effect, after 
covariate adjustment, 
after third program year 
(effect size 0.24). 

High Randomized 
assignment with no 
serious internal 
validity threats; 
statistical adjustments 
address attrition and 
non-compliance. 

Moderate Emphasis on 
reading and 
math; low 
income students; 
parent 
involvement 
encouraged; 
kindergartners 
 

2004: Collegiate 
volunteers instructors; 
7 weeks instruction; 8 
students per teacher; 
2006: African 
American. Participants 
had higher regular 
school-year attendance 
than non-applicants.  

Angrist, 
2010  

N = 457 
matched 
students  

Gains: .35 SD’s math & 
.12 SD’s reading each 
year in KIPP, gains 
largest for special 
education and students 
with limited English 
proficiency.  

High Quasi-experimental 
research design: 
randomized placement 

Moderate Most students 
nonwhite, many 
Hispanic; almost 
80% qualify for 
FRL; about one-
fifth ELP 

Intervention in 5th - 8th 
grades & includes 
longer school days and 
more days; student-
teacher ratios 14; 
Charter school 

Autrey, 
2007 

Treatment 
N = 206; 
Control 
N = 84 

Posttest scores adjusted 
for pretest achievement 
significantly favored 
treatment group; Reading 
effect size = .49; Math 
effect size = .59. 

High Quasi experimental 
design 

Moderate 4 week program; 
students in 1st, 
2nd, 3rd grades 
with average to 
below-average 
grades; certified 
teachers 

Not high-stakes 
assessment: Brigance; 
Northeast Louisiana; 
groups of 10 or less; 
student characteristics 
not described or 
controlled 
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effect size of .2, a single cohort of 1140 students in multiple sites can detect a significant effect 

with a power level of .8 (assuming a 95% level of confidence and a two-tailed test). By 

combining our two cohorts, thus doubling our sample size, we can detect effects smaller than .2.  

Magnitude of Effect 

Research by Alexander and Entwisle (1996) demonstrates that achievement gaps grow 

larger each year as students continue their school careers without structured, intentional summer 

learning opportunities. Borman’s (1996) model of seasonal learning differences shows that, 

hypothetically, repeated summer school effects should prevent a widened reading achievement 

gap for disadvantaged students. Notably, there is now moderate evidence to support this thesis. 

In an experimental study with high internal and moderate external validity, researchers found a 

statistically significant treatment effect after student’s third program year, after covariate 

adjustment with a sample of 475 students in the Teach Baltimore summer school program 

(Borman, 2004). 

Borman and Dowling (2006) conducted a randomized control trial of ESY in high-

poverty schools in Baltimore; that study provides evidence to support this validation study. It has 

high internal validity and moderate external validity due to differences in context. Although 

results are not generalizable in all respects to the K-3 Plus Validation Study, they do show 

potential of substantial impact in a high-poverty kindergarten and first grade students after 

multiple years of extended schooling, which the proposed study will investigate. The Teach 

Baltimore program studied students at 10 Baltimore public schools while K-3 Plus is provided in 

a variety of rural, urban, and medium-sized schools. Student age was similar, sample size was 

relatively large, and focus was with high-risk students. Staffing differs for Teach Baltimore and 

K-3 Plus. Highly qualified student volunteers taught ESY in Baltimore while regular school year 

licensed teachers provide K-3 Plus intervention, In Borman and colleagues (2004) analysis of the 
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effects of 3 years of summer school for elementary students in Baltimore, the effect size was 

0.24. Further analysis of this high-poverty sample revealed students who attended more than the 

average amount of time for two or more of the three summers had 40-50% higher grade level 

scores in vocabulary, comprehension, and total reading compared to the control group (Borman 

& Dowling, 2006).  

In the Summer Bridge summer school program from Chicago Public Schools, third-

graders’ adjusted reading gains were about 2 months, adjusted math gains were about 3 months, 

and all adjusted gains for all grades studied were statistically significant after extensive statistical 

controls for demographic characteristics and prior achievement levels (Roderick, Jacob, & Bryk, 

2004). This study also found positive program effects for all gender, racial and ethnic groups  

Similar to K-3 Plus, the school year was extended by 4 weeks in a northeast Louisiana 

study (Autrey, 2007). After controlling for pretest achievement, this study found substantial and 

significant gains in reading (ES = .49) and math (ES =.59) for first, second, and third graders in 

the treatment group. The generalizability of this study to the proposed study is not fully known 

because student characteristics such as socioeconomic status, ethnicity, or English proficiency 

were not described.  

Two significant meta-analyses summarize a set of models, although these models have 

varying degrees of both internal and external validity. Cooper et al. (1996) highlighted the 

significance of summer learning losses. Reading skill levels for low-income students dropped 

about 3 months over the summer compared to their more advantaged peers in their 13 study 

meta-analysis; math-related subject areas showed learning loss for all students. In a second meta-

analysis, Cooper et al. based a meta-analysis on evidence from 93 reports in which the average 

remedial summer school effect was almost one-fifth of a standard deviation. This moderate 

evidence base combined with the K-3 Plus intervention that mirrors recommendations in the 
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literature for how extended school year services should be implemented (Cooper et al., 2000) 

make a compelling case for a K-3 Plus randomized control trial. The proposed intervention and 

evaluation include: a curricula that includes reading and math; that it allow for local control over 

curricula and delivery systems; that it include a parent involvement component; that it be done 

during the early school years, and that it include a rigorous design with a cost and cost-

effectiveness analysis. These are all ESY intervention components recommended for future 

services and evaluation (Cooper et al, 2000).  

The literature in this review suggests that students in the U.S. may very well benefit by 

moving to a different academic calendar. As President Obama stated in his call for extended 

school year services, “We can no longer afford an academic calendar designed when America 

was a nation of farmers who needed their children at home plowing the land at the end of each 

day.”(http://www.eduinreview.com/blog/2009/03/obama-proposes-longer-school-days-extended- 

school-year). It is time for the decades of national debate about ESY services to be addressed by 

a methodologically rigorous experimental study with diverse students, in rural and urban schools, 

implemented in early childhood. This study will significantly inform an intervention that is at the 

center of a national debate. 

C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant  

Applicant Past Performance in Implementing Complex Projects 

The focus of this section is the applicant’s experience implementing complex projects 

similar to that proposed. The New Mexico K-3 Plus Validation project is complex in that it 

requires recruitment of a large sample of students into a randomized control trial that will 

provide services over 5 years. Methodological rigor requires comprehensive, reliable and valid 

measures of child outcome, intervention fidelity, and accounting for mediating and moderating 

variables. It also requires minimizing attrition and appropriate methodological and statistical 
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procedures to account for attrition bias over time. The proposed project requires collaboration 

between diverse stakeholders—families, school districts, state agency staff, and policymakers. A 

diverse team is necessary to implement the intervention, collect and analyze data and ultimately 

work with policymakers to use the project findings to sustain and scale up education services that 

are evidence based. Our experience showing successful collaborations implementing complex 

projects is highlighted below.  

National Longitudinal RCT Experience 

 This study is housed in Utah State University’s College of Education’s Institute for 

Extended School Year Validation jointly located at the Emma Eccles Jones Center for Early 

Childhood Education and the Center for Persons with Disabilities. A past project that provided a 

wealth of experience in working with multiple sites was the applicant’s Early Intervention 

Effectiveness Longitudinal Study that examined the costs and effects of alternative types of early 

intervention programs for children with disabilities. In each of 16 sites, children were randomly 

assigned to one of two treatment alternatives that varied in the intensity of intervention; the age 

at which intervention begins, and other program components such as the way that parents are 

involved in the intervention. Over 90% of families who were invited to participate agreed to the 

random assignment of their child to the experimental or comparison group. In addition, average 

attrition at the sites over 9 years of the study was only 15% (White, 1993). 

 This longitudinal study evaluated the costs and effects of early childhood services for 

high needs children using a variety of child and family assessment measures that were collected 

onsite, by phone, and by mail. This required intensive coordination and management of data and 

close contact with site staff and participating families. Rigorous data collection, entry and 

analysis procedures were developed and implemented for all of the sites. The study resulted in 

cost-effectiveness comparison data similar to that proposed for the current project—with the cost 
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and student developmental outcomes carefully measured for children in both the treatment and 

control group, analyzed and compared to determine the various treatment effects.  

 In many ways, the EI Longitudinal study was more difficult than the proposed K-3 Plus 

project as it involved coordination over multiple states and implemented a wide variety of 

interventions. Children and families at 9 of the 16 sites were followed from 1985 until 2004 – a 

19-year period. The institutional knowledge from these longitudinal studies remains at USU—

Dr. Goetze began her career as the site coordinator and economist for several of the studies in 

1989 and continued longitudinal studies of the sample for over 10 years. The assessment 

supervisor for the longitudinal study was Diane Behl, who will oversee the assessor training and 

data collection for the proposed K-3 Plus study.  

State Evaluation Experience 

 A number of other complex early childhood projects have been successfully completed 

by the applicant including statewide projects in Indiana, Wyoming, Utah, and New Mexico. The 

applicant’s work in Wyoming, for example, required site visits to all 14 regions of the state to 

collect quantitative and qualitative data to describe student outcomes, cost and funding for 

services for 540 children birth to age 5 (Goetze & Behl, 2005). This child outcomes and cost 

study, funded and directed by the Wyoming legislature and completed by USU staff, resulted in 

a new funding formula unanimously supported by the Wyoming Legislature. The result was an 

expansion of services for Wyoming’s Birth to 5 Program for children with disabilities.  

New Mexico Evaluation Experience 

 The applicant partnership members—USU, NMSU and the New Mexico LEAs—have 

collaborated together in the state of New Mexico since 2006 on the state-funded PreK initiative 

and evaluation project. This project includes rigorous evaluation and assessment similar to that 

proposed in this project. USU and NMSU staff members have helped train and recruit assessors 
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and coordinate scheduling and completion of student assessments and classroom observations in 

New Mexico to measure the positive effects of PreK services on student outcomes using a 

Regression Discontinuity Design. USU evaluated the cost and funding for New Mexico’s state 

funded PreK and conducted focus groups with families and teachers (Goetze & Behl, 2006). 

USU staff completed an economic impact analysis that measured the long-term benefits of state 

funded PreK services for children, families, taxpayers and to society as a whole. This study 

measured the effects of PreK services for 4-year-old children with varying risk levels on 

outcomes such as special education, grade retention, and delinquency. The economic impact 

analysis concluded that the state receives over $5 in benefits for every dollar invested in PreK 

(Goetze, Li, & Hustedt, 2008).  

 The PreK evaluation is a complex project that involves 1000 student assessments in 

approximately 90 PreK sites and 180 kindergarten classrooms each year and 110 classroom 

observations and 10 focus groups. NMSU is a partner on the New Mexico PreK project and will 

play a similar role to that proposed in the current project—recruiting assessors and classroom 

observers and assisting with scheduling the assessments and collecting the data through 

coordination with the LEAs. The LEAs are partners in the PreK evaluation and service 

delivery—PreK students have been assessed in each LEA every year since 2005-06. LEA 

teachers, staff and administrators have collaborated in this evaluation by assisting with the 

student assessments and classroom observations. Teachers and parents have participated in focus 

groups and administrators have provided cost and funding data for the PreK evaluation.  

 The USU staff has completed a K-3 Plus implementation evaluation to collect baseline 

data to describe K-3 Plus teacher, student, intervention characteristics and costs (Goetze & Price, 

2009). This study includes DIBELS analysis from data in the Wireless Generation database and 

data from the New Mexico Public Education Department’s statewide database known as STARS. 
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The experience, knowledge and relationships that developed in these New Mexico evaluations 

lay a solid foundation for the proposed project.  

This work in New Mexico requires collaboratively working with school district staff, 

families, state staff and policymakers and includes disseminating evaluation findings to key 

legislative bodies to effect positive early childhood public policy changes. The applicant has 

extensive experience managing projects that have complex data and complex education 

partnerships. This experience also includes presenting findings in a way that a variety of 

stakeholders can understand the data, methods and results. These national, state and local 

projects have resulted in positive public policy changes including expanded funding for early 

childhood services and programs and the scaling up of services in a variety of state early 

childhood programs. The partnership LEAs participated in the K-3 Plus evaluation as well—by 

participating in the focus groups, providing DIBELS and other data for the implementation 

evaluation and providing feedback about the strengths and challenges they have experienced 

implementing K-3 Plus. 

Applicant Demonstration of Improved Student Achievement 

USU has been intensively involved in projects that have positively and significantly 

improved student achievement, attainment and retention in Utah LEAs and other states. USU 

staff and faculty recently worked diligently with seven Utah LEAs to provide assistance and/or 

professional development and feedback to teachers, principals and administrators for the Early 

Reading First (ERF) program (Reutzel, 2005). The results of the applicant efforts in regard to 

Utah’s ERF effects on teachers and student academic achievement were called “astounding” by 

Utah’s Education Specialist for Title I school and district improvement. Student outcomes for all 

cohort schools across grades 1-3 and for high need students showed significant gains.  

USU, NMSU and LEA partner staff have collaborated with the National Institute for 
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Early Education Research (NIEER) and key stakeholders at the district and state level 

in New Mexico for nearly five years. The team has implemented PreK services and evaluated 

student outcomes for high needs children who are age 4. Regression discontinuity design (RDD) 

results show significant improvements on literacy development, math and literacy skills. USU 

staff completed an economic impact analysis of PreK that showed a high rate of return for New 

Mexico’s state funded PreK investment—over $5.00 in benefits is generated back to the state for 

every $1.00 invested in PreK through reductions in special education services and costs, 

delinquency and other improvements for PreK participants (Goetze, Li, & Hustedt, 2008).  

These PreK findings were presented to key legislative committees and staff including 

members of the Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) and Legislative Finance 

Committee (LFC) and New Mexico PED Secretary Garcia and have bolstered legislative and 

public support for New Mexico’s PreK initiative. The New Mexico legislature has scaled-up the 

PreK program as a result of this effort increasing funding for PreK from $5 million serving 5.8% 

of 4-year olds in New Mexico in 2005-06 to over $19 million in 2008-09 to serve 16.5% of 4-

year olds (Hustedt, Barnett, Jung, & Goetze, 2009). NM PED and OEA are critical other partners 

to the sustainability and scale up of this project. This team has a proven track record of 

implementing, evaluating and scaling up early childhood initiatives in New Mexico in the past 

and is ideally situated to successfully complete the goals set for this project.  

All partner LEAs have participated in the New Mexico state-funded PreK Initiative. They 

implement PreK services to children age 4 and students in schools in all of these districts have 

participated in statewide child and classroom assessments. Results show students participating in 

New Mexico state-funded PreK initiative scored significantly higher than kindergarten students 

who did not receive the PreK services. These LEAs deliver high quality PreK services that have 

significant positive effects on student scores including measures of language, literacy and math.  
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D. Quality of the Project Evaluation 

Experimental Design 

As described in Section A, the evaluation design is based on a multi-site randomized 

experiment. Random assignment to treatment or control group ensures that differences between 

the treatment and control groups are not attributable to factors such as parental motivation or 

student ambition. While conditions are similar across treatment sites, site-based factors (which 

may include teacher quality, classroom accommodations, etc.) may result in fluctuations in the 

estimated treatment effect. Multi-site trials allow us to estimate the average treatment effect 

across sites and the variance of that effect; we may also model factors that mediate or moderate 

program effects (Raudenbush & Liu 2000). Students with an Individual Education Program (IEP) 

will be admitted to the K-3 Plus intervention based on parent preference and teacher 

recommendation and will not be randomly assigned. This project will fund 38 classrooms to serve 

the 570 non-IEP students in the treatment group and the approximately 114 IEP students who are 

expected to participate in the K-3 Plus program (Goetze & Price, 2009).  

Students will be encouraged to participate in the ESY intervention and in the longitudinal 

evaluation in subsequent years. Schools that currently offer the K-3 Plus program in New 

Mexico report very high levels of participant satisfaction and high rates of re-enrollment in the 

program, which will make student retention easier (Goetze & Price, 2009). Experimental group 

students who move out of the school where they were enrolled will be offered the opportunity to 

attend the ESY program at the site nearest their home. The availability of K-3 Plus outside the 

study enrollment district opens the possibility that students in the control group who move to 

other school districts could receive the intervention; this can be tracked through PED STARS 

data base and we will apply a statistical strategy to address assignment non-compliance and 

attrition (as outlined in Appendix H). Using the same patterns of recruitment, randomization to 
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treatment or control group, and follow-ups, we will recruit a second cohort in the spring of 2012.  

Methods of Analysis 

Basic Hierarchical Framework 

We will analyze the data for the non-IEP students using hierarchical linear modeling 

(HLM) techniques for multi-site randomized controlled designs. In a sense, these models treat 

each site (classroom) as an individual experiment, from which one can derive an average 

treatment effect of program enrollment across all of the sites. HLM is well suited for analyzing 

data like ours where one has units of observation (students) nested within higher-level units 

(classrooms or schools); the specific application of models for a multi-site RCT is explicated in 

Raudenbush and Liu (2000). In Appendix H equations 1-3, we provide the technical details of 

the basic hierarchical model for multi-site RCT designs. Members of our team have extensive 

experience with these techniques.  

Subanalyses 

Within this basic HLM framework, we will test a number of hypotheses. The first regards 

the ability of the K-3 Plus extended school year program to ameliorate the pattern of summer 

regression. We hypothesize that K-3 Plus will reduce summer learning loss, that it will prepare 

students for Kindergarten—academically and socially—and that it may have stronger effects for 

students living in rural areas where access to quality summer programs is more limited. We 

additionally hypothesize that small gains mount over multiple years, leading to substantively 

meaningful gains in student achievement. The technical details of these subanalyses are included 

in the detailed evaluation plan in Appendix H. 

Other Analyses 

Students who have disabilities and students not enrolled in our four partner districts 

provide data on state-mandated assessments. Strategies for analyzing these data include 
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regression discontinuity designs (RDD) and treatment effects regressions; details are provided in 

Appendix H. 

Measures 

This study proposes comprehensive measures to answer key research questions, focusing 

on the three major categories identified below.  

Child outcome measures to assess student progress 

The timeframe for child assessments is shown in Appendix H Table H-3. In general, all 

subjects will be assessed in Spring prior to the start of the ESY intervention and then in Fall; this 

6-month period is adequate, given the availability of different versions of the standardized 

assessments designed for this purpose. Trained and certified external assessors will administer 

the assessments. The exceptions are the NMSBA data and the DIBELS, two progress monitoring 

tools administered by New Mexico State Department of Education; PED will provide these data 

to the evaluator. Table H3 (Appendix H) provides detailed information about the constructs 

measured, psychometric properties of the tools and provides full citations. Child outcome 

measures include: (1) Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of Achievement, broad reading, broad math, 

basic writing, and oral expression subscales; (2) Batteria III Woodcock-Munoz for use with 

bilingual students; (3) Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Fourth Edition, measuring receptive 

vocabulary, and (4) Social Skills Improvement System Rating Scales to measure social skills, 

problem behaviors and academic competence.  

Implementation-specific measures: Fidelity of implementation and monitoring of ESY 

performance 

The following constructs will be assessed to provide high-quality periodic 

implementation information regarding treatment (see detailed description of measures in 

Appendix H, p. 18, (1) Adherence, documenting delivery of 25 additional days, hours of each 
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day, provision of meals/transportation; (2) Dose, individual student attendance data and years of 

participation in K-3 Plus via state STARS data base, (3) Control group fidelity will be captured 

to verify primary difference in summer services between the treatment and control groups. 

Family interviews will occur the Fall of each school year to obtain detailed descriptions of 

educational/supplemental services that children received during summer.  

Cost data 

Extensive cost and funding data describing K-3 Plus and other summer programs, 

services, and activities will be collected and analyzed for students and families in both groups. 

Economic outcomes such as parent employment, as influenced by summer services, will also be 

evaluated. 

Sufficient Resources for an Effective Evaluation 

The evaluation plan delineates resources needed for completion. The evaluation team at 

USU, NMSU and University of Wisconsin bring high quality staff to this project. Combined they 

bring experience and training in early childhood education, special education, bilingual 

education, economics, and the substantive knowledge of ESY services and challenges unique to 

rural schools. The human and financial resources for this project are targeted to the methods, 

measures, and deliverables proposed. Staff has extensive experience with randomized control 

trials, designing, collecting, analyzing and reporting child and classroom assessment data for 

large samples. They also bring specialized expertise in cost and financing critical to replication 

and scale up. As evidenced by the Letters of Support obtained for this project, the applicant has a 

strong history of successful educational evaluation in New Mexico and critical knowledge of the 

state school system.  

The budget for the evaluation is necessary and sufficient to complete a high quality 

randomized trial. The number of students for the sample is a key factor in the cost of the 
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evaluation. Sample size was carefully evaluated and power analysis was completed and 

compared with the ESY moderate evidence base to insure a sufficient sample size to address the 

goals and objectives proposed. Reimbursement for intervention services for students in the 

experimental group resulted from extensive cost analysis of the K-3 Plus program in the LEAs 

that will provide those services. Assessor travel and reimbursements amounts were carefully 

estimated based on the number of assessments and time and travel costs of administration. 

Significant funding to induce maximum parental participation for both groups is included. 

Modern technological innovations are incorporated into the budget and work plan to improve 

partners’ efficiency to achieve project goals and objectives including a project website, social 

networking and a real time shared drive to track evaluation data between partners.  

Independent, Rigorous Project Evaluation 

The New Mexico legislature developed the K-3 Plus Program specifying the target 

population, the intensity of the program and the process by which schools will be selected for 

funding. Specifically, the enacting legislation states that -”K-3 Plus shall be administered by the 

department (NM PED), which shall determine application requirements, procedures and criteria 

for evaluating the applications.” 

K-3 Plus implementation was described in Goetze and Price (2009) as a combination of 

legislation specifications with authority to NM PED to implement through a grant process with 

priority given to high poverty schools where the application process is overseen by NM PED. 

The four LEAs that participate in the K-3 Plus Validation Study will implement the intervention 

consistent with the K-3 Plus legislation and the requirements established by the NM PED. This is 

stated in the partner LEA letters of commitment for the project. This provides independence 

between the evaluator and the implementer and it means the results of the intervention evaluation 

will be generalizable to K-3 Plus as implemented statewide. Experimental intervention service 
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funding is provided from USU to the LEAs via subcontracts from USU’s Office of Sponsored 

Programs. Intervention funding is based on the number of students who are provided K-3 Plus 

services. Research funding is provided separately so that the districts provide high quality data 

for the research project to the evaluator. USU/NMSU guidelines to the LEAs will be for research 

protocols that describe recruitment and data collection procedures. Neither the legislature that 

developed K-3 Plus nor the NM PED or LEAs that implement it will evaluate the impact of the 

intervention—that is solely the responsibility of USU and NMSU staff. 

E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale 

Number of Students Proposed for the Project 

Table 3 shows the total number of Kindergarten students currently enrolled in partner 

LEA schools and the number of students needed to meet the 2011 Cohort 1 target of 1140 

students. The target sample size for Cohort 2, to be recruited in 2011, is also 1140 students. To 

date, over 50% of students in K-3 Plus-eligible and participating schools have enrolled in the 

program. It is anticipated that parent interest in study participation, combined with LEA 

recruitment and support efforts, will ensure the needed number of subjects for the study. 

Applicant’s Capacity to Bring the Project to Scale 

Table 4 summarizes resources, personnel, financial and management capacity project 

partners will use to effectively bring the K-3 Plus program to scale following the validation study. A 

key factor in success will be the expertise of USU and NMSU project leaders in bringing 

Table 3: Kindergarten Students Available for K-3 Plus Validation Study  

LEA/District 
Est. Number of Kindergarteners 

2009-10 
Number of Kindergarteners Needed 2011 

Cohort 
Gallup 894 150 
Las Cruces  1,949 180 
Albuquerque  7,542 630 
Gadsden 1,060 180 
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Table 4: Capacity and Expertise of Project Partners 

Utah State University 
• Evaluation expertise with large sample sizes 
• Experience w/qualitative and quantitative 

evaluation methods 
• Multi-site random experimental design 

studies 
• Child outcome measurement 
• Early childhood best practices 
• Special education best practices 

• English Language Learners Extended school 
year evidence base 

• K-3 Plus pilot evaluation 
• Cost and financing for education 
• NM legislative experience 
• History of successful partnerships in NM 

with key players including legislature and 
OEA, PED and LEA’s 

New Mexico State University 
• Key to measuring student achievement and 

classroom quality 
• Knowledge of socio-political factors in the 

state to facilitate communication and 
scheduling 

• Strong education training college 
• Access to qualified assessors 
• Expertise in rural school issues 
• ELL students 
• Special education best practices 

Local Education Agencies (LEAs) 
• Access to families, eligible students and 

qualified teachers 
• Committed to ESY 
• K-3 Plus expertise 
• Human/capital resources to deliver 

culturally/linguistically appropriate services 

• Rural/urban diversity 
• Dual language classrooms 
• IDEA funded ESY  

New Mexico Office of Educational Accountability (NM OEA) 
• Legislated to bring education evidence to 

Legislature for public policy development 
• Strong facilitation with NM PED, school 

districts and legislature 

• Specialize in disseminating evidence-based 
education findings for sustainability and 
scale up 

New Mexico Public Education Department (NM PED) 
• Implements education legislative statues, 

policies and procedures statewide 
• Maintains statewide STARS database 
• CSSO member 
• leadership in K-3 Plus workgroup 

Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) 
• Education and Finance Subcommittees of 

the NM Legislature 
• LESC developed K-3 Plus pilot project 
• K-3 Plus scheduled to expire in 2013 

• Support critical to sustain current effort 
• History of support and scale up for evidence 

based early childhood 
legislation/interventions. 

Legislative Finance Committee (LFC) 
• Staff seeking evidence to support scale up of 

K-3 Plus to 4th and 5th grade 
• Legislative recommendations for state 

education funding 

• Cost data to inform future legislation and 
funding formula decision-making for budget 
decisions. 

New Mexico American Federation of Teachers (AFT) and New Mexico National Educational 
Association (NEA) 
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• Support from qualified certified teachers to 
deliver quality ESY services 

 

• K-3 Plus funds extra compensation for 
additional days worked including one year 
toward retirement for every 3 years of K-3 
Plus taught. 

 

together diverse stakeholders to collaborate on the intervention and rigorous evaluation and then 

to disseminate findings statewide and nationally. 

Evidence-Based Replication 

Expanding to students in Low Performing Schools 

K-3 Plus efficacy data for high-need students and for students in low performing schools 

will support scale-up. Replication has the capacity to reach approximately 6400 students per year 

in each grade in low performing NM schools. Across four grades, replication could serve 25,600 

students per year and across six grades this would expand to 38,000 students. 

Expanding to serve students in rural areas, those with disabilities, and English Language 

Learners (ELL).  

The K-3 Plus program serves students that attend rural and urban schools. In a previous 

K-3 Plus evaluation, families in focus groups reported that there were few opportunities for 

summer learning in their communities and that many of the students would be “playing in the 

streets” if not for the services offered by K-3 Plus. This study will provide cost-effectiveness 

evidence that can be used to scale up the K-3 Plus intervention to serve moderate income 

students, students with diverse ethnic and language backgrounds, students with disabilities and 

those living in very rural areas.  

Ensuring Project Fidelity, User Satisfaction and Ease of Use 

The letters of commitment established with partner LEAs state that the funding from this 

project will provide K-3 Plus services consistent with state legislation and the standards and 

recommendations of the NM K-3 Plus workgroup which are being adopted by NM PED. This 
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provides generalizability to students served in the state program. Study measures used to assess 

fidelity of implementation were described in Section D–Appendix H. As shown in Table 4 above 

and later in Section G, project partners possess the experience, resources, and expertise needed to 

reliably implement and evaluate the project and bring it to scale.  

With regard to user satisfaction and ease of use, most families who participated in the K-

3 Plus focus groups reported that K-3 Plus was easy to use, that transportation worked well and it 

fit their schedules. This is reflected by doubling of parent demand for the K-3 Plus program from 

2007- 2008 (Goetze & Price, 2009). In the proposed study, focus group and survey data will be 

collected from families and teachers to measure satisfaction and ease of use. 

Cost Estimates for Scale-Up 

An analysis of the K-3 Plus program expenditures in the 2008-09 fiscal year (Goetze & 

Price, 2009) showed K-3 Plus average statewide total expenditure was $1,622 per student, with 

urban costs at $1,100 per student and $1800 for rural students. Twenty-five thousand students are 

enrolled in each grade in New Mexico. K-3 Plus expansion across all students in grades K-5 

would result in services to 150,000 students statewide. The true cost of extending the program 

will depend on the rural/urban mix. Based on average figures, the program would cost 

$162,200,000 to reach 100,000 students, $405,500,000 for 250,000 students and $811,000,000 

for 500,000 students. Regional cost of living adjustments will be estimated so that policymakers 

in other states can use these data to replicate the program in their regions. Economies of scale in 

the delivery of services to more students will decrease the average cost per student. 

Mechanisms for Dissemination 

Key personnel have the capacity, experience and motivation to broadly disseminate study 

findings and the budget provides financial support for these activities. In addition to the 

mechanisms described below, the project’s website will regularly update key project activities, 
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findings, reports and papers so that others interested in ESY evidence can easily access them. 

Dissemination across New Mexico: The applicant will disseminate to New Mexico 

policymakers including LESC and LFC staff and members to obtain support for scale up. 

Specific recommendations for the intervention and funding will be made. This will include 

efficient and equitable funding formula to support service delivery for children in diverse schools 

and districts. This combination of cost, funding and outcome data provides the evidence needed 

to scale up the K-3 Plus in NM—to potentially reach 150,000 students in K-5th grade.  

National dissemination. Key personnel will disseminate study findings to a variety of 

national audiences via conference presentations and publications in scholarly journals and to 

other state agencies and legislatures. Examples of national organizations and conferences that 

will be used to reach policymakers, researchers, teachers, and families include, but are not 

limited to, the American Association of School Administrators, American Educational Research 

Association, Council of Chief State School Officers, Education Week on the Web, International 

Reading Association,   National Association of State Boards of Education, The National 

Association for the Education of Young Children, National Education Association,  National 

Parent Teachers Association, and the National Rural Education Association. 

F. Sustainability 

Support from Stakeholders 

A description of support from key stakeholders is provided, reflecting the ability of this 

project to be sustained beyond the length of this Validation grant. Letters of support from key 

stakeholders are included in Appendix D.  

Teacher Support 

The presidents of the NM American Federation of Teachers (AFT) and NM National 

http://www.ccsso.org/�
http://www.edweek.org/�
http://www.reading.org/�
http://www.reading.org/�
http://www.nasbe.org/�
http://www.nea.org/�
http://www.colostate.edu/Orgs/NREA/�


U t a h  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y :  L .  G o e t z e  P a g e  | 29 

Education Association (NEA) support this project as critical to better serve high need early 

childhood students. Focus group results (Goetze & Price, 2009) revealed that teachers became 

strong supporters of the program as they observed the differences in the K-3 Plus student skills 

compared with those that did not attend the program.  

Governor Richardson 

Governor Richardson has stated that this study is essential for the state to move forward 

to make evidenced-based decisions regarding K-3 Plus. This confirms that it is essential to K-3 

Plus sustainability and scale up in New Mexico. 

New Mexico Legislative Finance Committee (LFC) and the Legislative Education Study 

Committee (LESC) 

The directors of two key legislative committees state that rigorous evidence of the effects 

of K-3 Plus on student outcomes is essential to New Mexico’s efforts to sustain and scale up K-3 

Plus. The directors of the LFC and LESC are critical links to the New Mexico legislature that can 

determine the future of K-3 Plus in New Mexico. 

The New Mexico Office of Educational Accountability (OEA) 

OEA has the legislative authority to ensure that educational services are thoroughly 

evaluated and school administrative personnel fully cooperate. OEA will ensure that the findings 

of this study are given recognition by those with authority to improve and sustain K-3 Plus 

services and bring them to scale.  

New Mexico Public Education Department 

Cabinet Secretary Garcia supports this project and commits the time and resources 

necessary for its success. Dr. Goetze met with Secretary Garcia to discuss findings and 

implications of the K-3 Plus 2009 implementation study. The result was a K-3 Plus collaborative 

workgroup to implement report recommendations including improvements in K-3 Plus fidelity 



U t a h  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y :  L .  G o e t z e  P a g e  | 30 

data. The workgroup includes representatives from NM PED, the LEAs, the LESC, OEA and 

Representative Mimi Stewart K-3 Plus legislation author. This process will be repeated in a 

collaborative, iterative process that supports evidence based intervention and data improvements, 

replication and scale up.  

New Mexico policymakers have a history of seeking empirically validated early 

childhood interventions that improve the lives of children and families that they serve. NM PreK 

was rigorously evaluated by NIEER, USU and NMSU staff and PreK was sustained and scaled 

up from 1,500 students and $3.5 million in funding in 2006 to 4,745 students and $15.9 million 

in funding in 2009.  

Sustainability in New Mexico 

New Mexico has shown that early childhood education and quality of life improvements 

are legislative and funding priorities. Efficacy data related to the effects of K-3 Plus on student 

outcomes is essential to K-3 Plus sustainability and scale-up.  

Sustainability within other regions and at a National Level. 

High-quality experimental trials have a lasting impact in the field of education and in the 

literature because they provide high internal validity that can be generalized to schools, students 

and teachers that have similar characteristics to those evaluated. This K-3 Plus validation study 

will have a lasting effect on public policy and on future research.  

If ESY is to succeed it may depend on how much the intervention costs, resources 

required to implement, sustain and scale-up services in rural and urban school districts. Small 

class sizes and transportation costs in rural areas will increase the per student cost. This study 

will provide information about the impact of rural and urban school issues on student outcomes 

and cost and funding needed to sustain K-3 Plus. 
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G. Quality of Management Plan and Personnel 

Key Personnel  

Highlights of the expertise of key personnel are provided below. Additional information 

about each person’s experience, accomplishments and role on the project is provided in 

Appendix C (Biographical Sketches) and the Budget Narrative. 

 Principal Investigator: Linda D. Goetze, Ph.D. Dr. Goetze has extensive experience with 

national randomized control trials, cost-effectiveness studies and RDD serving as PI for large 

longitudinal projects and statewide early childhood evaluations including the New Mexico State 

funded Pre-K cost evaluation and the New Mexico’s K-3 Plus Pilot Evaluation. She will be 

responsible for oversight of the project, including reports and other dissemination.  

Co-Investigator: Diane D. Behl, M. Ed. Ms. Behl has over 23 years of experience in 

research, evaluation, and training through a variety of EIRI projects. She will train and monitor 

assessors in collaboration with NMSU, coauthor reports, presentations, and publications. 

Statistician: Damon M. Cann, Ph.D. Dr. has wide-ranging statistical expertise in 

randomized control trial design and power analysis for this study. He teaches graduate-level 

courses in advanced research methods. He will be responsible for the analysis, reporting, and 

dissemination of findings. 

Data Coordinator: Cora L. Price, B.A.+ served as the Project Data Coordinator for 

Evaluation of New Mexico’s K-3 Plus Pilot. Ms. Price has 15 years’ experience in database 

design and management as well as analysis skills.  

Eduardo Ortiz, Ph.D. has 10 years of research experience related to early education, 

particularly literacy studies involving English Language Learners. His experience includes 

working directly with teachers, families and assessors, developing surveys, collecting qualitative 

and quantitative data. He will assist the principal investigators and the statistician.  
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Consultant, Geoffrey Borman, Ph.D. is a Professor of Education at the University of 

Wisconsin. His focus is on educational innovations, RCTs, and the specification of school-

effects models.  He will assist with study design, analysis and dissemination. 

 NMSU Principal Site Investigator: Eric Lopez, Ph.D. is a Nationally Certified School 

Psychologist (NASP) and National Certified Educational Diagnostician (NCED) and holds the 

NMSU Chair for the Improvement of border and rural schools, Dr. Lopez coordinates a 

collaborative of 17 school districts organized to contribute to the success of children throughout 

New Mexico. He will be responsible to ensure qualified assessors are identified and assessments 

are completed on schedule.  

Timeline of Project Activities  

Table 5 presents a detailed listing of key activities required for accomplishment of the 

project goals and objectives. Persons responsible, time frames, and milestones in the form of 

deliverables are provided. Appendix H Table H-2 provides detailed timelines for services and 

data collection for the sample. Adequate financial resources have been allocated for these 

activities, as reflected in the budget request submitted with this application. 

Conclusion 

This project will continue beyond the funding period because New Mexico’s resources, 

whatever the outcome and findings of the K-3 Plus validation study, will be invested in the early 

childhood services that are most beneficial for young children.  Early childhood services can and 

do make a difference in literacy, vocabulary, math and social skills for diverse students in 

diverse schools.  New Mexico’s policymakers need the information that this study will generate 

to direct limited early childhood resources to students, schools and services that make the most 

difference for student learning.  The same is true for other communities and states that are 

working hard to reform schools—to raise schools beyond corrective action and restructuring—
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knowing that they can do it if given the information and support they need to focus limited 

resources into programs that have the greatest positive impact for student learning.  The 

recession has hit New Mexico and the rest of the country hard.  New Mexico cannot afford to do 

a rigorous evaluation of K-3 Plus during this time of budget deficits and cuts.  This is a unique 

opportunity to keep state school reform efforts, so evident in New Mexico’s K-3 Plus and state-

funded PreK legislation, moving forward. Extended school year services may be a great 

investment—for students, teachers and families—and this K-3 Plus validation study is the 

perfect opportunity to find out. 
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Table 5. Management Timeline 

Goal and Objectives Start Date End Date Key Personnel 

Goal 1: Determine the cost-effectiveness of K-3 Plus in reducing the 
student achievement gap for students in low performing 
schools in Kindergarten through Grade 3. 

11/1/2010-
10/31/2011 

11/1/2014-
10/31/2015 

LEAs, LG, DC, DB, 
CP, EO, EL, KE 

Milestones/deliverables: protocols for evaluating ESY; annual reports    

Project start up activities: revise work plan and contracts; finalize 
schools and key LEA staff; develop, research protocols; IRB; hire GAs and 
clerks; contract CLASS trainer; initiate STARS and Wireless Generations 
data procedures; website start-up. 

11/1/2010 5/1/2011 LG, DB, EL, LEAs, 
GB 

Obj. 1. Rigorously evaluate and measure the short and long-term 
outcomes associated with K-3 Plus. 

1/1/2011  10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB, GB, 
EL, KE, LEAs 

1.1 Recruit, train & certify assessors; retrain annually.  2/1/2011 3/31/2015 DB, EO, EL, KE 

1.2 Recruit students for RCT; obtain consents; recruit/refresh sample every 
spring cohorts 1 and 2 

1/1/2011 4/30/2012 LEAs, LG, DB, CP, 
EL, KE 

1.3 Collect spring pre-kindergarten data; repeat every spring. 4/1/2011 5/30/2012 EO, CP, EL, KE 

1.4 Implement ESY intervention; repeat every summer 6/1/2011 8/31/2015 LEAs 

1.5 Collect, analyze and report outcome data annually for cohort 1; repeat 
starting Year 2 with cohort 2 

8/25/2011 10/1/2015 DC, EO, CP, EL, 
KE, DB, EO, GA 

1.7 Download statewide NMSBA data for K-3 Plus students served prior 
to study: 2008-09; conduct RDD analysis 

6/01/2011 10/31/2015 DC, CP, LG, GB 

Obj. 2 Evaluate the mediating and moderating variables that impact 
the outcomes achieved with the K-3 Plus intervention. 

10/1/2010 10/31/2015 LG, DB, DC, EO, 
CP, EL, KE, GA 
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Goal and Objectives Start Date End Date Key Personnel 

2.1 Train & certify CLASS assessors; finalize other mediating, 
moderating, & fidelity measures, recertify and refresh training annually  

11/1/2010 9/15/2015 DB, EL, KE, EO 

2.2 Collect and analyze K3-Plus CLASS observations beginning prior to 
Kindergarten w/ cohort 1; Repeat annually  

6/1/2011 8/31/2015 DB, EL, KE, CP, GA 

2.3 Collect and analyze Family Surveys, STARS, Educator Surveys, 
School Surveys; conduct focus groups; school year CLASS observations; 
repeat annually through Grade 3. 

8/15/2011 10/31/2015 LG, DB, DC, EO, 
CP, EL, KE, GA 

Obj. 3 Identify the resources and costs used to support effective 
extended school year intervention services in diverse rural and urban 
schools and LEAs. 

6/1/2011 3/15/2015 LG, CP, EL, GA 

3.1 Obtain student K-3 Plus resources/cost cost data: experimental group 
and 5 non partner K-3 Plus programs annually. 

6/1/2011 9/15/2015 LG, CP, EL, GA, 
LEAs, KE 

3.2 Obtain services and cost data for summer services/activities for 
families of students in the both groups annually. 

8/1/2011 9/15/2015 LG, CP, GA, EL, 
KE 

3.3 Compare cost of summer services for experimental group students in 
K-3 Plus to those in control group and determine cost differential. 

10/1/2011 10/15/2015 LG, CP, GA, EL, DC

Obj. 4 Analyze cost-effectiveness of the K-3 Plus intervention for high 
need diverse students in low performing rural and urban schools. 

10/1/2011 3/15/2015 LG, DC, DB, CP, GA

4.1 Analyze K-3 Plus costs and effects using the outcome and cost data for 
cohort 1, then cohort 2; Repeat annually 

10/1/2011 9/15/2015 LG, DC, DB, CP, GA

4.2 Analyze cost-effectiveness differences for rural/urban schools; K-3 
Plus intensity; diverse students.  

12/1/2011 9/15/2015 LG, DC, DB, CP, GA
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Goal and Objectives Start Date End Date Key Personnel 

Goal 2: Use the cost-effectiveness findings as a basis for replication 
and scale-up of the K-3 Plus intervention in New Mexico and to 
support, implement and tailor the extended school year intervention to 
meet the needs of diverse students and schools in other regions of the 
United States. 

1/1/2012 10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB 

Milestones/deliverables: In-person presentations, web-based reports, 
national model with protocols; refereed publications, social media reports  

   

Obj. 5: Disseminate K-3 Plus cost-effectiveness evidence to New 
Mexico constituents to support scale-up. 

1/1/2012 10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB, EL 

5.1 Share preliminary findings w/state level policy makers: other 
communities/states; obtain feedback; revise as needed.  

1/1/2012 9/15/2014 LG, DB, DC, EO, GB 

5.2 Present findings to OEA, PED, LESC, LFC, and broader legislature  1/1/2014 10/31/2015 LG, DB, DC, EO, GB 

5.3 Post key findings on website; targeted mailings to other ELT/ESY 
communities and stakeholders;  

7/1/2012 10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB, BF, GA 

Obj. 6: Develop national ESY program recommendations based on 
study findings to support broader replication and scale up.

10/1/2013 10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB, GB, EL, 
EO 

6.1 Disseminate findings and ESY program recommendations at state, 
regional, national conferences, begin social marketing of study findings 

10/1/2013 9/30/2015 LG, DC, DB, GB, EL, 
EO, BF, GA 

6.2 Disseminate findings via study website, social media, and other 
organizational websites.  

7/1/2012 10/31/2015 BF, LG, DB, DC, 
GB 

6.3 Disseminate to other state and national education stakeholders; present 
to other legislatures or state and local education programs upon request.  

1/1/2014 10/31/2015 LG, DB, DC, EL, EO
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Goal and Objectives Start Date End Date Key Personnel 

Obj. 7: Disseminate the cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA) findings to 
support sustainability, replication and scale-up at a national level. 

10/1/2012 10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB, EL, 
KE, EO, CP, BF 

7.1 Adjust & disseminate CEA findings and recommendations to meet 
needs of different state/geo-political & cost differences across the U.S.  

5/1/2012 10/31/2015 LG, DC, DB, EL, 
KE, EO, CP, GB 

7.2 Disseminate findings via study website, social media, and other 
organizational websites.  

7/1/2012 10/31/2015 BF, LG, DB, DC, 
GB 

7.3 Publish results in relevant refereed - journals and other publications 11/1/2014 10/31/2015 LG, DB, DC, EL, EO 

7.4 Disseminate to other state and national education stakeholders; present 
to other legislatures or state and local education programs upon request  

1/1/2014 10/31/2015 LG, DB, DC, EL, EO

 
Key for Project Staff: Linda Goetze (LG); Diane Behl (DB); Damon Cann (DC); Cora Price (CP); Eric Lopez (EL); Katrinka 
Espinosa (KE); Eduardo Ortiz (EO); Ben Fore (BF); Graduate Assistant (GA); LEAs (Local Education Agencies); Geoffrey Borman 
(GB) 
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not been widely adopted and meets the needs to several thousand children 
across the state.  
 
Applicant relies on a large amount of research to document the need for the 
project.  
 
 
 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 



(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant provides detailed documentation regarding its ability to carry 
out the responsibilities and obligations of a complex research project.  The 
applicant's experience with large research projects is critical given the far-
reaching needs the research methodology calls for.  
 
The applicant has provided evidence of its ability to drive instructional 
practices that drive student achievement. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 



Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 



expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

Applicant provided an excellent chart indicating the capacity and expertise 
of the project partners.  This is instrumental in identifying how each partner 
relationship will contribute to the overall project. 
 
The applicant has an aggressive plan to disseminate project findings in order 
to inform and drive best practices for schools, organizations and policy 
makers. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

Applicant has secured the support of critical stakeholders that will allow for 
support throughout the duration of the project.  



 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The applicant identified key personnel of the project and described, in detail, 
the responsibilities and duties of that key personnel.   

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 



(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

Applicant addressed preference by designing a program which provides 
specific learning time to K-3 aged students through an extended school 
year.  This program is specifically geared to improving achievement of 
young children.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Applicant did not address preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Applicant addressed preference by providing increased opportunities for 
learning time for young students.  Supporting young children provides the 
applicant with the opportunity to identify students who have unidentified 
disabilities or the ability to determine if language acquisition would be a 
barrier to achievement.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

Applicant addressed preference by identifying school districts that meet the 
rural eligibility requirements.  The services are designed to identify practices 
that meet the unique needs of students living in rural areas who may not, 
otherwise, be able to access extended learning time.  

 



Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 2 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/08/2010 10:16 AM    

 



 
show names

show group subtotals 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 07/06/2010 7:30 PM  

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: Utah State University -- Center for Persons with Disabilities, - Center for 
Persons with Disabilities, (U396B100267)  

Reader #2:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  18  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  16  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  1  

TOTAL   105 67 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 18: 84.396B  
Reader #2:  
Applicant: Utah State University -- Center for Persons with Disabilities, - Center for 
Persons with Disabilities, (U396B100267)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

The purpose of this proposal is to validate the New Mexico K-3 Plus extended 
school year program.  The applicants are highly experienced evaluators, and the 
validation plan is meticulous. The proposal has two objectives, both of which are 
addressed very well.  This proposal assumes that the expansion of the pilot 
program that is in place in New Mexico will continue with its present success 
level, while it is studied for replicability. 

 

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 



that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 
proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant makes an excellent case for the high  need for the project in 
New Mexico; the proposed project would validate a pilot program that gives 
high risk K-3 students extra opportunities for learning 
 
The components of the K-3 Plus program, as legislated, are specific, 
embrace high expectations, and attend to the needs of the whole 
child.  Because of this, the intervention itself has the probability of meeting 
its goals. 
 
The details of participation in the validation study, all within the restrictions 
of the K3Plus legislation, have been laid out and agreed upon through 
MOU's. 
 
The goals and objectives of the K-3 Plus Validation study in the proposal are 
specific, measurable, and include sustainability and replication plans 
 
The proposal's approach is exceptional in that it examines the program's cost 
effectiveness and is specifically about tailoring the K-3 expanded school 
year approach for replication elsewhere 

 
Weaknesses 

There was not enough discussion about the payments made to the families 
for participating in the program 
 
 
This proposal assumes that the expansion of the pilot program that is in place 
in New Mexico will continue with its present success level, while it is 
studied for replicability.  

 



Reader's Score: 18 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 



(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The applicant, Utah State University's College of Education's Institute for 
Extended School Year Validation, has extensive experience managing 
complex projects, the details of which are offered in the proposal.  A main 
focus of their work has been early education projects. 
 
The University has also been involved in numerous early education 
improvement initiatives 
 

 
Weaknesses 

Although the applicant has been involved in numerous early education 
improvement initiatives with many LEA's, it does not offer any achievement 
data on any of them  
 
The applicant does not offer achievement data on the partner LEA's in New 
Mexico 

 

Reader's Score: 16 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  



 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 



The purpose of the proposal is to determine if the project can be brought to 
scale statewide 
 
The specific capacity of each official partner to collaborate in the validation 
project is detailed within the proposal 
 
The pilot has determined that the various parts of the program work well, 
and families report high levels of user satisfaction and ease of use 
 
The applicant has a plan to broadly disseminate the results of the validation 
study to districts, the legislature, to other states, nationally, and to assist in 
replicating the program statewide 

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant has significant stakeholder support, as demonstrated through 
letters in the appendices, including from the state union, the Governor, the 
legislature, the NM DOE, and other policy makers and community leaders. 
 
They have letters of agreement in place from all partners, which supports 
sustainability of the project 
 
The whole purpose of the proposal is to determine if K-3 Plus will be 
sustainable in New Mexico 
 
Applicant states on page 32 that New Mexico has pledged to continue the 



project beyond the grant period 

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The management plan is meticulous, and includes timelines and responsible 
personnel for each goal and objective 
 
The project director and key project personnel are highly qualified and have 
high levels of expertise in the validation work described in the proposal 

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 



innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

The focus of the proposed initiative is students in grades K-3, and improving 
each aspect of this priority  

 
Weaknesses 

None Found  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

This priority is not addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 



Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Significant numbers of ELL and SpEd students will be served by the 
proposed initiative  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

One of the partner districts is defined as rural, and there will be differentiated 
summer activities for the 450 rural students over the life of the grant.  

 
Weaknesses 



Only one of the targeted districts in the basic proposal is rural, therefore full 
points are not awarded for this competitive preference priority,  

 

Reader's Score: 1 

Status: Submitted   

Last Updated: 07/06/2010 7:30 PM    
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Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: Utah State University -- Center for Persons with Disabilities, - Center for 
Persons with Disabilities, (U396B100267)  

Reader #3:  

  
 
POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  14  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  14  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 28 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 18: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: Utah State University -- Center for Persons with Disabilities, - Center for 
Persons with Disabilities, (U396B100267)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant lists on page 10 of the application four studies that meet the 
requirement of moderate evidence that an extended school year on student 
achievement.  
 
The effect sizes of the described studies ranged from small to moderate, 
suggesting that the intervention may have a impact on student achievement.  



 
Weaknesses 

The applicant does not address findings of research that suggest that early 
learning gains do not persist through to higher grades. Also, the differences 
between the proposed intervention and those measured in the described 
studies are not specified.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  



 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The applicant describes a sophisticated, highly rigorous, well-designed 
experimental study that measures fidelity of implementation of the program 
as well as student outcomes. This mixed methods study will allow for 
assessment of progress towards goals, sufficient information about key 
elements to facilitate replication, sufficient resources, and an independent 
evaluation of the proposed program.  

 
Weaknesses 

The methods of evaluation will collect information about implementation 
and outcomes. However, it is unclear how the project stakeholders will be 
informed through periodic reporting about the program's progress toward 
achieving intended outcomes.  

 

Reader's Score: 14 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 



populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 



(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  ______  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  15  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  ______  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  15  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  ______  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  ______  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  ______  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  ______  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  ______  

TOTAL   105 30 
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Validation 18: 84.396B  
Reader #4:  
Applicant: Utah State University -- Center for Persons with Disabilities, - Center for 
Persons with Disabilities, (U396B100267)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant describes several high quality studies with moderate evidence 
of positive student outcomes, including internal and external validity, in 
support of its proposed program. The studies reviewed were either 
experimental or quasi-experimental designs.  The applicant's discussion of 
the reviewed studies addressed differences in sample population compared to 
the population in the proposed program. In doing so, the applicant 



demonstrated awareness of the strengths and potential weaknesses in the 
research.  The weaknesses discussed do not reduce the strength of the 
evidence in support of the proposed program, but, rather, demonstrate the 
applicant's clear knowledge of the research base.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 



(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The applicant proposes a well-designed randomized experiment across 
multiple sites.  The applicant is aware that including multiple sites ensures 
that site specific factors, such as teacher quality and classroom size, may 
influence the treatment effect, and addresses this issue by estimating the 
average treatment effect across sites and variance of the effect.  The design is 
strengthened by reported high levels of re-enrollment which reduces the 
likely that attrition will affect the research.  If there is attrition, the applicant 
has plans to recruit a second cohort of students.  The evaluators have 
extensive expertise and experience to carry out the plan.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found.  
 

Reader's Score: 15 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  



 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 



(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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POINTS 
POSSIBLE

 
POINTS 
SCORED 

 
Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  ______  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  20  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  ______  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  8  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  1  

TOTAL   105 71 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 18: 84.396B  
Reader #5:  
Applicant: Utah State University -- Center for Persons with Disabilities, - Center for 
Persons with Disabilities, (U396B100267)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The applicant proposes a randomized control validation study of an extended 
school year intervention in grades K-3 that is currently operating in New 
Mexico.  The project is an exceptional approach to improving outcomes for 
high risk elementary students, including ELL and students with IEPs.  
The K-3 Plus program is exceptional because the design includes additional 
time in school with smaller classes, professional development for teachers, 
parental involvement, recruiting highly qualified teachers and the provision 
of in-school support services such as meals and transportation. By including 
all the research-based important elements of successful early childhood and 
early elementary education into one program, the goals should be met.  
The applicant has set two goals with explicit supporting strategies in 4 
school districts thus narrowing the test universe to a manageable size to 
control for differences in implementation but large enough to allow for 
diversity in population and some local variation. 
An important aspect of this study will be a cost benefit analysis of the 
intervention that will provide policy makers, educators, and communities 
real data to use when making decisions about school programs. 
Given the current interest in maximizing the public investment in education, 
it is critical to know the impact of intense services in the early grades.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 



considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

The eligible applicant (Utah State University) and the 4  implementing 
school districts have experience in implementing and evaluating complex 



projects.  
The applicant has worked directly with many districts to implement and 
evaluate literacy projects that have shown positive impacts on student 
achievement. (p. 13-17) Of particular note is a project with the partnering 
districts in this project that tested the impact of a state funded pre-K program 
the results of which showed significant positive results on measures of 
language, literacy, and mathematics. An additional project with these 
districts focused on the implementation of the Early Reading First program 
which showed gains in reading achievement. 
The applicant has experience in conducting these complex studies at the state 
and local level. In addition, they have conducted the preliminary analysis of 
the early implementation of the program. 

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The strategy and capacity to bring the project scale is linked to the results of 
the validation study. During the study, approximately 10% of the target 
population will be served. If the project is shown to raise achievement and be 
cost-effective, it will be scaled-up across the state eventually serving 25,000 
to 38,000 students. 
The applicant has established a group of project partners who will be part of 
the capacity and scale-up effort. For example, the New Mexico Office of 
Educational Accountability specializes in disseminating evidence-based 
educational findings, the state level Public Education Department (SEA) 
works with other state education agencies to share best practices, and the 
partnering districts have the capacity to work with other schools and districts 
to help them implement the project.  
The partner districts and state education agency will be the lead on bringing 



the project to scale at the state level as well as the regional and national level 
with support from the applicant. (p.e24) 
Dissemination at the state level will focus on state policymakers to secure 
funding to expand the program. At the national level, the applicant and the 
district personnel will target audiences as diverse as educational researchers, 
preschool parents, and every constituency in between.  

 
Weaknesses 

none noted  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The applicant clearly demonstrates it has the support from key stakeholders 
at the state and local level including state government and education leaders. 
The state level presidents of the both the American Federation of Teachers 
and National Education Association support the project. The applicant has 
conducted focus groups to make sure that rank and file teachers have also 
become strong supporters when they saw the results. At the policy level, the 
Governor and state legislature are awaiting the results of the study to make 
evidenced based decisions on the program. To support these claims, the 
applicant cites a previous program that received on-going state funding 
based on positive results. 
The bottom line on sustainability is dependent on the results of this study 
which is as it should be.  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted  
 



Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

The key personnel are well qualified to undertake this study possessing the 
training and experience to manage the complex project. 
The management timeline is detailed and complete and will enable the 
applicant and the four district partners to operate the program on-time and 
within budget. 
The evaluator is well-qualified.  

 
Weaknesses 

Since the implementation of the project is a full partner with the evaluation 
component, more information on the separation of the two to ensure 
reliability and objectivity is needed to judge the adequacy of the plan.  

 

Reader's Score: 8 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 



 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

This is the focus of the project which, if successful, will result in improved 
outcomes for children, improved developmental milestones, and better 
transitions.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

Priority not addressed  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

This an integral aspect of the project with learning opportunities provided to 
ELL and students with IEPs.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

The project will work in one rural district out of the four target districts.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 
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WestEd Strategic Literacy Initiative 

Response to Competitive Preference Priority 7 

WestEd’s Strategic Literacy Initiative (SLI) is applying for Investing in Innovation funding 

under Competitive Preference Priority 7 – Innovations that address the unique learning needs 

of substantial numbers of students with limited English proficiency. Adolescent English lan-

guage learners (ELLs), who must acquire the language at the same time they are learning subject 

matter content (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007), often experience substantial achievement lags. Ful-

ly 70% of 8
th

 grade ELL students scored below basic in reading in recent NAEP testing (NCES, 

2007). Educational policies often assume that ELLs begin their English education in the early 

elementary grades and have been reclassified as fluent speakers by the time they enter secondary 

school. In reality, however, a large and growing number of ELLs are middle and high school 

students, including both recent immigrants who may have substantial gaps in their formal educa-

tion, and large numbers of long-term ELLs who have not reached proficiency in academic Eng-

lish or other coursework (Capps, et al., 2005). As a result, secondary school ELLs experience 

significant, and often unmet, needs. 

We propose to implement Reading Apprenticeship (RA), a model of academic literacy in-

struction, in high school subject areas in partnering LEAs serving significant populations of 

ELLs. RA includes instructional strategies such as explicit comprehension strategy instruction, 

vocabulary and academic language development techniques, text-based discussion, and writing 

to learn and consolidate understanding. These methods are effective for all learners, but especial-

ly important for ELLs, to assist them in developing in all four of the language acquisition do-

mains: reading, writing, speaking, and listening (Nagy & Scott, 2000). Rigorous experimental 

studies as well as quasi-experimental evaluations have shown RA implementation to benefit 

English learners, as will be detailed below. In one such study, ELLs in RA classes made signifi-

cant achievement gains in state standardized tests of reading comprehension and biology learn-

ing, compared to control students. Moreover, ELLs in RA intervention classes reported more 

positive perceptions of their abilities as students and confidence in their ability to read complex 

materials in science, compared to ELLs not exposed to the intervention. 
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A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design 

Largely unmet need - The new Common Core Standards scheduled for adoption by 48 

states call for students to demonstrate advanced literacy proficiency not only in English classes 

but also in academic subjects such as science and history (NCCSSO & NGA, 2010a). State con-

sortia stand ready to develop new assessments that will measure students’ progress toward these 

advanced learning goals (AEE, 2010). All students must be prepared to meet these rigorous aca-

demic standards necessary to succeed in college and career, including students with high needs 

such as English learners, low-income students, minority populations that experience persistent 

achievement gaps, and students at risk of not graduating from high school. However, to meet this 

goal, the U.S. educational system must overcome the academic literacy crisis plaguing our na-

tion’s high schools (ACT, 2007; Berman & Biancarosa, 2005).  

Nationally, two thirds of high school students are unable to read and comprehend complex 

academic materials, think critically about texts, synthesize information from multiple sources, or 

communicate clearly what they have learned (NAEP, 2006; 2007; 2009; Snipes & Horwitz, 

2008). According to national assessments, only 3% of U.S. 8
th

 and 12
th

 graders read at an ad-

vanced level, while fully two-thirds of our adolescents score below proficient in reading (NAEP, 

2006; 2007; 2009). Many high needs students have been demoralized by years of academic fail-

ure and do not see themselves as readers or capable learners (Dweck, 2002). Achievement gaps 

are stubbornly persistent along racial/ethnic and socioeconomic lines (Jencks & Phillips, 1998; 

NAEP, 2007).  By some estimates, half of the incoming 9
th

 graders in a typical high-poverty ur-

ban high school read at a 6
th

 or 7
th

 grade level (Balfanz, McPartland, & Shaw, 2002).  

Without a substantial change in their academic literacy, U.S. high school students face con-

tinued academic problems in high school and college because they are unable to handle the quan-

tity and complexity of assigned reading (ACT, 2005; 2006). They are likely to struggle in the 

workforce as well; even for entry-level jobs, the ability to read, write, and think critically is in-

creasingly a minimum requirement (ADP, 2004; NCEE, 2006). Despite the recognized and 

widespread need for adolescent literacy development in the upper grade levels, very few schools 

and districts provide the needed academic literacy instruction, particularly in the subject areas 
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where is it most critically absent (CCAAL, 2010; Lee & Spratley, 2010). 

In large part, high school teachers are unprepared to meet this challenge, not knowing how to 

simultaneously build students’ academic literacy skills and engage them in a rigorous curriculum 

of subject area study (Greenleaf & Shoenbach, 2004; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Instead, 

teachers typically reduce their expectations if students struggle with literacy, and this ―literacy 

ceiling‖ becomes their de facto achievement ceiling, undermining their academic futures and life 

chances. But to meet the high standards of the Common Core, subject-area teachers must devel-

op both the skill and the will to take up this challenge, requiring a paradigm shift in their beliefs 

and instructional practices. As noted above, literacy mediates students’ access to the full range of 

subject matter, and low levels of adolescent literacy have contributed to the broader academic 

performance crisis among U.S. high school students in English, math, science, and history (Bar-

ton, 2003). As students move up the grade levels, they encounter increasingly complex forms of 

texts, and the writing and reading skills required to succeed in academic subjects increase signif-

icantly (Snow, 2002). To build the advanced literacy skills that high school subjects demand, 

teachers must help students to develop the capacity to draw inferences from academic texts, syn-

thesize information from various sources, and follow complex directions (Heller & Greenleaf, 

2007).  

Recent literacy research has identified the instructional characteristics necessary to meet the 

unique needs of adolescents: treat all students as capable learners; create a collaborative climate 

of inquiry; build on students’ interests and curiosity; tap into students’ knowledge and expe-

rience; and harness adolescents’ preference for social interaction to serve academic goals (HER, 

2008; Kamil, et al., 2008; Greenleaf, et al., 2001). To meet adolescents’ academic needs, we 

must transform high school subject area classes into collaborative, inquiry-oriented learning en-

vironments that challenge students intellectually while helping them build their skills in high 

level literacy (Schoenbach & Greenleaf, 2008). 

Exceptional approach – WestEd’s Strategic Literacy Initiative (SLI) proposes to address the 

persistent achievement gaps in our nation’s high schools by broadly disseminating the Reading 

Apprenticeship (RA) model of academic literacy instruction that has been proven to transform 
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subject-area instruction and increase adolescents’ literacy engagement, academic identity, and 

achievement. The project addresses Absolute Priority 3—Innovations that complement the im-

plementation of high standards and high-quality assessments. We propose to build the capacity 

of teachers and LEAs to equip struggling readers, ELLs, and other students with the academic 

literacy skills and self-confidence necessary to meet rigorous standards as measured by aligned 

high quality assessments.  

Since 1995, SLI has developed the RA model through a recursive R&D process working col-

laboratively with hundreds of educators across middle and high schools and, most recently, 

community colleges. Typical instructional strategies for struggling readers involve simplifying, 

slowing the pace, and often abandoning more rigorous course work with the tacit understanding 

that the students are simply not capable of performing at grade appropriate levels of rigor, vir-

tually assuring low levels of achievement for students who are already behind (Dweck & Mol-

den, 2005). In contrast, the RA model is based on research showing that most students are capa-

ble of complex thinking and carrying out scientific, historical, and literary inquiry but have not 

been given the skills or self-confidence to approach these tasks effectively (Greenleaf, et al., 

2001; Langer, 2001; Lee & Spratley, 2010; Moje, 2008). Unique among literacy programs, RA 

addresses students’ motivational needs while building skills and knowledge for subject-specific 

literacy tasks, strengthening students’ view of themselves as readers and learners, and yielding 

strong, documented gains in student achievement.  

Based on the RA framework, our uniquely designed professional development transforms 

teachers’ understanding of their role in adolescent literacy development and builds enduring ca-

pacity for literacy instruction in the academic disciplines (Greenleaf & Schoenbach, 2004). RA 

professional development is inquiry-based, subject-area focused, and designed to address teach-

ers’ conceptual understandings as well as practical implementation needs. Teachers participate in 

carefully designed inquiries to help them unlock their own disciplinary expertise in relation to 

literacy. They learn to identify the features of disciplinary texts that might present stumbling 

blocks to learners. In professional development sessions, they practice with classroom routines to 

build student engagement, support student collaboration, and foster authentic discussion and 



5 

WestEd Strategic Literacy Initiative 

problem solving around course texts. Most importantly, they gain new expectations of what their 

students can accomplish and learn new ways to support students’ thinking and learning with aca-

demic materials. By implementing RA routines, they transform their classrooms into engaging, 

intellectual learning spaces. 

In RA classrooms, reading instruction is integrated into content-area teaching, rather than be-

ing an instructional add-on or additional curriculum. Students are given extended opportunities 

to read with instructional support, both in assigned texts and in curriculum-related materials of 

choice. Through an ―apprenticeship‖ process, content-area teachers explicitly teach students the 

tacit reasoning processes, strategies, and discourse rules that shape successful readers’ and writ-

ers’ work. Instructional routines help students to: clarify content, discuss the processes they use 

in reading and problem-solving, practice comprehension strategies, respond to and elaborate on 

content, engage in word learning strategies, write to learn and to consolidate learning via formal 

essay writing, and make connections to other related texts. RA teachers attend to students’ affec-

tive and identity issues, creating relevant and affectively safe learning opportunities that help 

students become better disposed to engage in academic tasks, discipline-based literacy practices, 

and inquiry, and to develop identities as resilient learners. 

RA is aligned with the principles of the nationwide Common Core Standards Initiative. 

These new standards specify the advanced literacy skills and understandings required for college 

and career readiness in history, social studies, and science as well as English language arts. 

Through RA professional development, teachers learn to prepare their students to meet the high-

level language arts standards described in the Common Core Standards across the English, 

science, and history/social studies curricula. In particular, they learn how to build students’ ca-

pacities to carry out close, intellectually engaged reading; make meaning; acquire academic and 

disciplinary language; read independently, and set personal goals for literacy development. RA 

professional development gives teachers the tools to help students achieve high academic stan-

dards. 

Project design, goals, and outcomes –  SLI, in partnership with the following  LEAs - Indi-

anapolis Public Schools, Indiana; Livingston and Washtenaw County Intermediate School Dis-
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trict, Michigan; Intermediate Unit 20, Pennsylvania; Ogden City Schools, Utah -  is applying for 

a validation grant to ambitiously scale RA in four states: Indiana, Michigan, Pennsylvania and 

Utah. SLI and our partner LEAs propose to provide professional development for 2,800 teachers, 

reaching 410,000 students in 300 schools across these States. Additionally, we propose to devel-

op 240 RA leaders during the five-year grant period. Although SLI has built a substantial follow-

ing in partnering LEAs, RA has not yet been widely adopted in these regions. Additionally, the 

intensive high school subject area RA intervention, proven to be effective in the studies re-

viewed below, has not yet been widely implemented beyond the study sites. 

The project will focus on schools that serve large numbers of high-need students. For exam-

ple, Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) serve approximately 9,000 high school students, 60% of 

whom are African American, 10% Hispanic, 10% ELLs, and 63 – 79% economically disadvan-

taged. In 2008-09, the 9
th

 grade pass rate on the ISTEP test of English language arts ranged from 

22-39% at various high schools, and only 44-60% of students in the district graduated within 

four years. Ogden City Schools, UT serve approximately 3,000 high school students, 47% of 

whom are Hispanic, 17% English learners, and 62% economically disadvantaged. (see Appendix 

H.1 for demographics for this consortium of LEAs).  

The logic informing our project design, as shown in Figure 1, is as follows: Discipline-

specific professional development in RA will enable high school teachers of ELA, biology, and 

U.S. history to integrate academic literacy instruction into ongoing content area teaching, thereby 

increasing the quality of students’ literacy learning opportunities, leading to increased academic 

engagement and achievement, especially for high needs students. We will provide RA profes-

sional development to nine teachers per school, including three teachers from each subject area: 

9
th

 grade ELA, 9
th

/10
th

 grade biology, and 11
th

 grade U.S. history. Each subject area teacher will 

receive 10 days (60 hours) of subject-specific professional development over two years, with im-

plementation support between sessions. The professional development will draw from WestEd’s 

extensive toolbox of curriculum examples, lesson models, support materials, classroom videos, 

and assessments to support implementation. RA leadership development coupled with the sup-

port, knowledge, and resources of our LEA partners will enable a consortium of participating 
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LEAs in each region to develop leadership at the classroom and district level, building internal 

capacity to sustain, support, and further disseminate RA implementation. RA leadership devel-

opment draws on recent understandings of the vital roles played by deep internalization of new 

practices by teachers (Coburn, 2003) and local buy-in and ownership in sustaining reform (Bryk 

& Schneider, 2002; Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). Our plan includes the preparation of RA 

leaders in each of the partnering LEAs to sustain program implementation beyond the funding 

period.  

The goals for this project are: 

Goal 1: To transform academic literacy teaching and learning in high school subject areas so that 

students are able to achieve to high standards. 

A. Teachers at RA sites will increase the academic rigor of their courses and degree of in-

structional support for all students by enhancing students’ capacity to read and comprehend 

academic texts; creating collaborative, intellectually engaged classrooms; and mentoring stu-

dents in effective discipline-based reading and reasoning processes; compared to their coun-

terparts in control sites. Total teachers trained: 2,800 

B. Students at RA sites will improve their academic engagement and achievement in relation 

to control students, showing gains in reading comprehension as well as English language 

arts, history, and biology. Students at RA sites will also demonstrate greater engagement and 

self-efficacy with academic reading as compared to control students. Schools implementing 

the RA innovation will have higher course completion rates in target subject areas and great-

er percentages of students on track for graduation. Total students impacted: 410,000 

Goal 2: To build LEA capacity to disseminate, support, and sustain academic literacy improve-

ment in high school subject areas within and beyond their regions.  

Participating LEAs will sustain improvement of academic literacy proficiency in their 

schools and districts and become resources for scale-up beyond their LEAs. District literacy 

and curriculum leaders and subject area RA leaders will be trained in RA facilitation. LEAs 

will receive tools and systems for sustaining and further disseminating the RA innovation. 

Total leaders trained: 240 
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Supporting evidence – As described in Section B: Strength of Research, three multiyear ex-

perimental studies provide moderate to strong evidence of the effectiveness of the RA model in 

strengthening teacher practices and improving both student literacy skills and student achieve-

ment in 9
th

/10
th

 grade biology, 11
th

 grade U.S. history, and a 9
th

 grade literacy course. These stu-

dies also show positive effects on students’ achievement, motivation and engagement and that 

English learners benefited disproportionately from RA instruction. The requirements of these 

experimental studies limited RA professional development and implementation to only one or 

two teachers in a school. However, recent research on adult learning indicates that efforts to im-

plement and sustain innovative instructional practices in a school are most effective when teach-

ers receive the on-site support of colleagues with whom to share resources and problem solve 

about implementing new practices (DuFour, 2004; Marzano, 2003). Qualitative case studies also 

indicate that students benefit more from increased dosage of RA instruction, i.e., at several grade 
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levels and/or subject areas (See Section C2). Therefore, our proposed project, while very similar 

in design to the prior rigorous studies, plans to increase implementation from two to nine RA-

trained teachers per school, and situate the intervention across the core high school subject areas: 

9
th

 grade ELA, 9
th

/10
th

 grade biology, and 11
th

 grade U.S. history. Based on the research, we ex-

pect that increasing students’ exposure to academic literacy instruction will increase the effect 

size of the gains documented among students in isolated RA intervention classes.  

B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 

Since 1995, SLI has conducted nine research studies to evaluate the effectiveness of RA. 

These studies collectively suggest that the RA intervention proposed in this application effective-

ly improved student achievement on state-mandated criterion referenced tests in English lan-

guage arts, reading comprehension, and science. These studies have also demonstrated strong 

positive effects on various intermediate variables of teacher practice emerging from the RA pro-

fessional development – most notably, teachers’ increased use of reading comprehension instruc-

tion, metacognitive inquiry routines, and collaborative learning structures in their classrooms. 

Three of the studies utilized a strong experimental design (Greenleaf, et al., 2009; Corrin et al., 

2008; & Greenleaf, Schneider, & Herman, 2005). Several studies used a quasi-experimental de-

sign with varying levels of rigor (Greenleaf, et al., 2001; Greenleaf, 2002; Greenleaf, Litman, & 

Braunger, 2004; Greenleaf & Shoenbach, 2001), and the balance of the studies used a variety of 

qualitative methods, primarily case studies (Strategic Literacy Initiative, 2004; 2009). Several of 

these studies have demonstrated strong internal validity along with moderate to strong evidence 

that the intervention had a statistically significant, substantial, and important effect on improving 

student achievement. (See study outcomes in Table B.1 below.) 

NSF Study: RA in high school biology – In a multi-year (2005-2008) study funded by the 

National Science Foundation, Greenleaf et al. (2009) investigated the impact of the RA interven-

tion on high school biology instructional practices and student achievement in 48 low-

performing California high schools that served a high proportion of African American, Latino, 

English learner, and low-income students. A true, group-randomized, experimental study was 
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Table B.1: Previous Experimental Design Studies  

Randomized 

Controlled 

Trial 

Number of 

Schools, 

Teachers, 

Students 

Subject 

Area 

Grade 

Level 

School Demo-

graphics 

Effect Size Stu-

dent Academic 

Performance 

NSF (2005-

08) 

48 schools 

60 teachers 

5,346 students 

Biology 9
th

/10
th

 
All at urban or 

urban fringe 

schools with 

high numbers 

of   low-

performing, 

low-income,  

minority, and 

EL students 

0.23 – 0.28 

IES (2006-10) 
90 schools 

124 teachers 

Biology &  

U.S. histo-

ry 

9
th

/10
th

, 

11
th

 
Not yet available 

IES (2005-08) 

34 schools 

34 teachers 

5,593 students 

Academic 

literacy in 

ELA 

9
th

 0.14 

 

designed to control for most threats to internal validity (Cook & Campbell 1979, Murray 1998). 

Participating high schools and the teachers within them were randomly assigned to the RA pro-

fessional development treatment or a wait-listed control group. Teachers in the treatment group 

received 10 days of professional development in RA, specific to science, along with ongoing 

support via a listserv. Both intervention and control group teachers received classroom libraries 

linked to the high school biology curriculum. More than 100 teachers from 83 pair-matched 

schools were recruited to be in the study in year one; 60 teachers in 48 schools remained in the 

study by the end of year two. Overall, intervention and control group teachers showed a high de-

gree of similarity before the intervention, with few meaningful differences in school performance 

and demographic characteristics. Independent evaluation partners conducted all data analyses. 

For teacher outcome data, researchers used analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to detect treat-

ment effects on teachers’ use of various strategies. The investigators used multi-level models 

(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) to analyze the effectiveness of RA on student achievement on state-

mandated criterion referenced tests in biology, English language arts, and reading comprehen-

sion. The study authors found statistically significant increases in treatment teachers’ support for 

science literacy learning, reading comprehension instruction, use of meta-cognitive inquiry rou-

tines, and use of collaborative learning structures compared to teachers in the randomly assigned 
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control group. The effect sizes for teacher outcomes ranged from 0.61-1.47 standard deviation 

units, which indicate a large magnitude of difference in instructional practice, and therefore stu-

dents’ opportunities to learn, between the treatment and control groups (Cohen, 1998). Impor-

tantly, robust changes in instruction resulting from the professional development intervention 

were linked to improved academic engagement and achievement for students. Researchers eva-

luated standardized test data for a total of 5,346 students served by the participating teachers. 

Students in the treatment schools performed significantly better than their counterparts in 

control schools on all standardized state assessments studied: English language arts (ES = 

0.23), reading comprehension (ES = 0.24), and biology (ES = 0.28). The range of effect sizes 

from 0.23-0.28 demonstrates an educationally meaningful magnitude of difference between the 

intervention and control groups. According to Hill et al (2008), a year of reading growth at the 

high school level has been estimated to produce a magnitude of change of approximately 0.19. 

This indicates that students in RA biology classrooms were on average more than a year ahead of 

those in the control classes in their English language arts, reading comprehension, and biology 

knowledge by the end of the year. Effect sizes were greatest for English Learners and white stu-

dents. Moreover, estimated effect sizes for English learners in intervention classes ranged from 

0.34 to 0.43 standard deviations on items related to frequency of reading in biology, instructional 

integration of biology and literacy, perceptions of their abilities as students, and confidence in 

their ability to read science, compared to control students.  

IES Study: high school science and history – In an ongoing (2006-2010) study funded by 

the U.S. Department of Education’s Institutes of Education Sciences (IES), Greenleaf, Schneider, 

and Herman (2005) expanded the teacher population to include both science and U.S. history 

high school teachers to investigate the impact of the RA professional development intervention 

on content-area instructional practices and student achievement in 90 low-performing California 

and Arizona high schools that served high proportions of African American, Latino, and English 

learner students. The study utilized a group-randomized experimental design to randomly assign 

participating high schools and the teachers within them to the RA treatment or control group. 

Teachers in the treatment group received 10 days of professional development with examples 
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specific to their subject area, along with an on-line listserv to provide ongoing support for im-

plementation. The control group was exposed to any teacher professional development opportun-

ities offered in their schools (business as usual). By year four of the study, there were 124 teach-

ers actively participating, with a slightly larger number of biology teachers than U.S. history 

teachers (Greenleaf, 2008). The student population consists of 9
th

/10
th

 grade biology and 11
th

 

grade U.S. history students. As the study is in progress and expected to be completed in 2010, 

only preliminary findings on teacher and student outcomes exist (Greenleaf, 2008). However, 

there are significant findings from the analysis of teacher surveys and lesson assignments, 

with large effect sizes of 0.8-2.2 standard deviations that indicate that treatment teachers show 

greater support for subject-area literacy learning, and greater use of meta-cognitive inquiry rou-

tines, reading comprehension instruction, collaborative learning structures, and support for read-

ing engagement compared to teachers in the randomly assigned control group. Analyses of stu-

dent achievement using state-mandated criterion referenced tests have not yet been performed, 

but preliminary analyses found that U.S. history students in treatment classrooms showed sig-

nificantly greater content knowledge and use of reading strategies on knowledge tests related 

to World War II than the control group. Because the positive effect sizes on the intermediate va-

riable of teacher practices in this study parallel those seen in the NSF study, it is expected that 

the intervention has yielded a correspondingly large magnitude of difference in academic 

achievement between students in the intervention and control groups. 

IES study – high school academic literacy course – In the IES-funded Enhanced Reading 

Opportunities study (2005-2008), Corrin et al. (2008) studied the effect of the Reading Appren-

ticeship Academic Literacy (RAAL) course offered to struggling 9
th

 grade readers as a second 

class period of English language arts in a three-year group-randomized experimental study. At 34 

high schools in 10 school districts, a total of 5,593 9
th

 grade students reading two to five years 

below grade level were randomly assigned to enroll in the RAAL intervention class or a regular 

elective course. The What Works Clearinghouse has cited this study as a well-implemented 

randomized controlled trial, consistent with WWC evidence standards (IES 2009). Study find-

ings demonstrated that students in the RAAL course improved their reading comprehension 
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test scores with an effect size of a 0.14 standard deviations (p-value = 0.015) compared to those 

in the control group in these same schools, equivalent to a 33% additional improvement over 

what they would have achieved had they not had the intervention. Follow-up data also suggests 

that the RAAL course had a lasting positive impact on students’ engagement in school.  

We have compiled extensive additional evidence of the effectiveness of the RA model in im-

proving student achievement. We highlight some of this evidence deriving from our quasi-

experimental and case studies in Section C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant, below.   

Overall, we have moderate to strong evidence that RA professional development streng-

thens specific areas of instruction and improves student achievement in both literacy and con-

tent area skills and knowledge, with effect sizes for achievement that constitute educationally 

meaningful gains. In addition, our studies demonstrate a moderate degree of external validity, 

that is, the RA intervention has been tested in multiple and varying contexts with diverse student 

and teacher populations, moderately large sample sizes, and different subject areas. Since we are 

now proposing an intervention by which students will be exposed to RA in multiple academic 

content areas and at multiple grade levels rather than in just a single classroom, we hypothesize 

that the effect size on academic achievement will increase to 0.40, a magnitude greater than 

the effect sizes achieved thus far, and we have designed an evaluation study to test this hypo-

thesis.  

C. Experience of the Applicant 

Past performance implementing complex projects – Beginning in 1995 as a teacher-

research collaborative working with 20 high school teachers to investigate and address the 

sources of high school students’ reading difficulties, SLI’s RA project has grown exponentially 

to provide professional development and consultation services in adolescent and academic litera-

cy nationally. Since its inception, the RA instructional framework has been implemented in 

LEAs in 34 states. Over 77,000 teachers and 1,000 RA leaders nationwide have participated in 

RA professional development.  Through leadership development and the certification of profes-

sional development consultants, the project manages multiple summer professional development 

institutes, annual national conferences, and delivers site-based professional development services 
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under contract to LEAs around the country. With the investment and support of local and nation-

al education foundations, SLI has steadily built the reach and impact of RA, managing rapid and 

exponential growth over the past 15 years. 

While managing this growth, SLI Co-Directors Ruth Schoenbach and Cynthia Greenleaf 

have simultaneously published and presented the RA model broadly to education audiences, the-

reby influencing the field of adolescent and disciplinary literacy and building the visibility of this 

innovative approach (see Vitae, Appendix C). RA has received widespread recognition for its 

unique characteristics and effectiveness by leaders in the field, as the many publications citing it 

attest (e.g. Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Deschler, et al., 2007; Lee & Spratley, 2010; Snow, Grif-

fin & Burns, 2006). To support RA implementation and professional development activities, the 

extraordinarily productive SLI home office has developed an extensive library of professional 

development resources, curriculum examples, assessment tools, videotapes of multidisciplinary 

classroom implementation serving a broad range of students with high needs, and facilitation 

guides that support professional developers to lead teacher learning with fidelity.  

Finally, the SLI team has engaged in three large-scale RCT studies of RA. The Co-Directors 

have been involved as the program developers and implementation team charged with delivering 

quality products and services on a rapid timeline.  They have also acted as Principal Investigators 

and Co-Principal Investigators on the research studies.  Thus they have simultaneously advanced 

teaching RA methods and learning about the efficacy of those methods. For the past four years, 

Greenleaf has managed two large federally funded research studies, including supervising the 

professional development team, instrument development, coordination of data collection, man-

agement and coordination of external research and evaluation partners. During the National 

Science Foundation project, the professional development was provided to 60 high school teach-

ers from 48 schools in 38 LEAs to implement RA in classrooms serving a total of 5,346 students 

over a two-year period. Our IES-funded 2006-2010 study reached a cohort of 124 teachers at 90 

schools in 46 LEAs. Our ability to carry out these two studies as well as another large-scale IES-

funded study (see Section B) over the past five years, with some teacher cohorts from multiple 

studies being trained simultaneously, further demonstrates our capacity to implement complex, 
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large-scale projects. The proposed project will draw on this extensive experience and preexisting 

research instrumentation in planning, developing partnerships, coordinating with official part-

ners, data collection, and preparing for formative and RCT evaluation activities. 

As an agency, WestEd also has developed systems and processes, such as financial manage-

ment and quality assurance, to support the management of large, complex and rapidly growing 

projects. WestEd currently manages a multitude of such projects including a Regional Educa-

tional Laboratory, two Regional Comprehensive Centers, a national Content Center, and multiple 

national evaluations, providing research and technical assistance services to over 30 states. 

Improvement of student achievement, attainment, or retention through work with 

LEAs – In Section B: Strength of Research, we presented examples of how SLI has worked with 

LEAs to achieve statistically significant, substantial, and important improvements in student 

achievement in both literacy and academic content areas at the high school level. Here, we pro-

vide selective examples of our extensive additional evidence of the effectiveness of the RA 

project in improving the achievement of high-needs students through our work with LEAs: 

 In 1996-99, a 9
th

 grade RA Academic Literacy course was implemented at an inner city high 

school in San Francisco, where 43% of students were classified as educationally disadvan-

taged. A total of 216 students, who were scoring, on average, two years behind grade level on 

the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test, took the course. The students gained an average of 

two years growth on the DRP in only seven months of instruction. A follow-up study showed 

those same students, now in 10
th

 grade, had gained over a year of growth at their independent 

reading level. These findings suggest that the intervention in 9
th

 grade continued to accelerate 

students’ reading growth into 10
th

 grade (Greenleaf, et al., 2001; Schoenbach, et al., 1999). 

 The RA model was implemented in 5
th

 to 12
th

 grade classrooms serving 1,898 students in 

Michigan in 2007-08. Scores on the DRP showed that students in RA classrooms achieved 

from two to 10 times higher growth on the DRP over the course of the year than students in 

those grades nationally. A comparison of two 9
th

 grade RA classrooms to two non-RA class-

rooms in the same county found effect sizes of 0.15 standard deviation units in one of the 

comparisons and 0.24 in the second one. (Strategic Literacy Initiative, 2009). 
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 In a 2001-02 study of RA at seven public high schools in Los Angeles, students’ reading le-

vels on the DRP rose from a mean of 47.02 in fall to 52.85 in spring, a 5.83 point gain, com-

pared to the expected yearly growth at the high school level of between one and two units. A 

sub-cohort of English learners made mean gains of 4.89 points, and those classified as bilin-

gual made mean score gains of 5.45 (Greenleaf, 2002). 

Case studies of RA classrooms further suggest that exposing students to RA in either mul-

tiple content area classes or in a sustained fashion over time will yield strong effect sizes in rais-

ing academic achievement for high-needs students. For example, Dixon High School in Solano 

County, California, which serves high numbers of Latino, socioeconomically disadvantaged, and 

migrant students, implemented RA in classrooms school-wide. Over the next two years, the 

school greatly exceeded its Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets under No Child 

Left Behind, achieving even greater API gains for Latino and low socioeconomic status students 

(Strategic Literacy Initiative, 2004). In this school, classroom case studies utilizing pre/post DRP 

testing found that students who were enrolled in multiple classrooms in which teachers were im-

plementing RA, or had the benefit of such instruction for two sequential years, showed substan-

tial benefit from this increased exposure to the model (Greenleaf, Litman & Braunger, 2004). 

Academy for Educational Development (AED), the independent evaluator and an Official 

Partner for this project, also has a substantial record of experience working with LEAs to in-

crease the achievement of high needs students (see Appendix H.2 for AED’s eligibility). 

D. Evaluation 

Rigorous independent evaluation – AED and Empirical Education (EE) will conduct a ri-

gorous, third party, random assignment evaluation of the RA model. The study will seek to ob-

tain reliable evidence of the program’s effect on literacy instruction and literacy outcomes 

among high need students and to determine the degree to which RA improves their ability to 

achieve rigorous academic standards. The impact evaluation will address the following overarch-

ing research question: To what extent does the implementation of the RA instructional frame-

work and professional development model improve literacy instruction, change high school 

students’ reading behaviors, and increase academic achievement in science, history, and read-
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ing such that students achieve to high standards? It will determine the impact of RA on: 1) 

teachers’ ability to integrate disciplinary literacy practices and explicit literacy instruction into 

high school biology, U.S. history, and ELA classes; 2) students’ reading behaviors, attitudes, and 

strategies, including reading persistence and the ability to implement problem solving and com-

prehension strategies; 3) students’ academic achievement in ELA, biology, and U.S. history; and 

4) students’ academic attainment, course performance, and retention in high school. We propose 

to answer these questions through a group-randomized trial involving LEAs in IN, PA, & UT, 

accompanied by a thorough implementation study in all four regions, providing formative feed-

back designed to both inform the analysis of the program effects and improve the program model 

and its implementation.  

Formative evaluation – EE will conduct an implementation study and provide formative 

feedback data to assess progress toward project goals. Planned data collection will enable evalua-

tors to 1) document the scale-up of the RA intervention in the four states/regions, 2) identify con-

textual variables impacting program implementation at regional scale-up, and 3) assess imple-

mentation fidelity, including trainer alignment to teacher professional development protocols and 

teacher alignment to the RA framework for academic literacy instruction. Implementation data 

will be collected at training, classroom, building, and district levels. A key outcome of the im-

plementation investigation is a well-documented process with benchmarks and key elements 

enabling others to replicate the model from inception to scale-up.   

Group-randomized design – To estimate the effects of the RA model on teacher practices 

and student outcomes, we will recruit a sample of 40 high schools that have not previously parti-

cipated in RA professional development and that have significant populations of high need stu-

dents to participate in the evaluation. AED will randomly assign 20 schools to a program group 

that will receive SLI RA intervention, and 20 schools to a control group that will not implement 

the program (i.e., business as usual). Table 1 (Appendix H.3) describes the basic experimental 

design. At each program school, RA facilitators will provide professional development and sup-

port for the implementation of the RA model in 9
th

 grade ELA, 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade biology, and 11
th

 

grade U.S. history. The schools in the control condition will be wait-listed for the intervention 
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and refrain from implementing the RA model for three years. In each year of the evaluation, the 

evaluation team will estimate program effects by comparing instructional practices, teacher 

knowledge, student reading attitudes and behaviors, and academic achievement and attainment 

among students in the relevant classes in the program schools to the outcomes of students in the 

same classes at the control schools. The differences between program and control group out-

comes will represent a reliable, unbiased, estimate of the effects of the RA program model. 

Estimating program effects – To avoid ―spillover‖ of the treatment from the program to 

control groups, random assignment will occur at the school level, minimizing the possibility that 

students and teachers from the control group will be exposed to the RA program. To account for 

the fact that student outcomes tend to vary with (or be ―clustered‖ in) classrooms and schools, 

AED will estimate the impacts in a three-level hierarchical model, with program impacts esti-

mated at the third, or ―school‖ level of the model. The primary analysis will focus on separate 

estimates for the effects of Reading Apprenticeship in 9
th

 grade ELA, 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade biology, 

and 11
th

 grade U.S. history. At each participating school, prior to random assignment, the study 

team will recruit three teachers per target course for participation in the project. Teachers and 

students from these courses will be the focus of the analysis. The analysis will compare average 

outcomes among the students enrolled in the target courses at the intervention schools to average 

outcomes among the students enrolled in the courses that would have been the target courses at 

the control school. The analysis will also explore program effects for specific sub-groups includ-

ing students eligible for free and reduced price lunch, African-American students, students with 

low prior academic achievement, particularly in ELA, and ELLs.  

Cumulative effects of the course sequence – A major aspect of the proposed innovation is 

to implement RA in a sequence of courses. Therefore, an important question for this evaluation 

relates to the cumulative effects of participating in the entire sequence of RA courses in the in-

tervention. The design will yield an estimate of the program effect for students who receive the 

―full‖ RA treatment (i.e., all three courses), recognizing that receipt of the full course sequence 

depends on a set of post random assignment decisions made by students and schools. 

 Table 2 (Appendix H.3) illustrates the progress of the three different cohorts through the 
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evaluation. In the 2011-2012 school year, the first cohort of 9
th

, 10
th

, and 11
th

 grade students (co-

hort ―A‖) will participate in the study. By the third year of the study, the 9
th

 graders from cohort 

A that remained in the program schools and progressed through the courses on time and in se-

quence will have received the full treatment. We will use the experiment as an instrument to pre-

dict participation in the full sequence of the program courses, and use these predicted values to 

estimate the relationship between student outcomes and the receipt of the full treatment se-

quence. This instrumental variables analysis essentially divides the estimated treatment effect by 

the difference between the percentage of program and control group students that participate in 

the full course sequence at the program schools (Gennetian et al., 2005). To the extent that the 

program has an impact on retention and promotion, it is likely that the program would increase 

the proportion of lower achieving students who either stayed in school or were promoted on 

time, potentially lowering average achievement outcomes in the treatments schools. Therefore, to 

the extent that any bias in our estimates of the cumulative effects exist, our approach is likely to 

generate estimates of the cumulative program effect that are moderately biased toward zero.  

Sample size and minimum detectable effects (MDE) – At each high school, the RA team 

will recruit three teachers per course to participate in the study. We assume that each teacher 

teaches three sections of the relevant course, and that each section includes an average of 30 stu-

dents.  For each year, this yields a sample of 90 students per teacher and a total of 270 students 

per course, for each of 40 schools. Following the technique described by Bloom et al. (2007), we 

estimated the minimum detectable effects generated by this design, i.e., the smallest true effect 

that the design can detect with 80 percent confidence. In order to reduce the degree of unex-

plained variance and minimize the minimum detectable effects, we will collect both individual 

and school level prior achievement data. Based on the analysis conducted by Bloom et al. (2007), 

we assumed a school level r-squared value of .80 and an intra-class correlation of .15. Combined 

with the sample size above, this yields an estimated MDE size of .17 standard deviations. We 

believe this effect size is reasonable and appropriate given the intervention being tested. Appen-

dix H.3 gives more detail about how MDE was calculated for this study design. 

Data sources and key measures – The evaluation design measures outcomes related to the 
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goals of the project: (1A) teacher knowledge, practice, attitudes regarding literacy instruction; 

(1B) student attitudes and behaviors with respect to reading, and student achievement and at-

tainment in reading/English language arts, biology, and U.S. history; and (2) implementation fi-

delity and contextual variables impacting the program to gauge LEA capacity for sustained im-

provement of academic literacy. The evaluation relies on several key sources of data utilizing 

established, reliable, and previously validated instruments (see a description of their psychome-

tric properties, Appendix H.3) as well as district data including state standardized test scores. 

Table 3 (Appendix H.3) summarizes data collection for this study. 

Goal 1A: Measures of instructional impact 

Teacher surveys: Using instruments developed for previous studies of this intervention 

(Greenleaf, et al., 2009), EE will survey treatment and control group teachers in the summer pre-

ceding implementation of the program, and in the spring of each subsequent year to measure 

knowledge and attitudes toward literacy instruction and implementation of RA strategies.  

Instructional logs: Based on the Teaching Assignment and scoring instruments developed 

and found valid and reliable by CRESST (Clare & Aschbacher, 2001; Matsumura, et al., 2002) 

and used in previous studies of RA, teachers will complete an on-line log documenting their in-

structional activity – materials used, pedagogical approaches, lesson structure, and student res-

ponses - for a randomly selected, target class period, once per quarter.  

Classroom observations: Observation protocols developed by Horizon, Inc. (www.horizon-

research.com) and adapted for previous studies of RA (Greenleaf, et al., 2009) will provide the 

basis for analyzing implementation fidelity. A random sample of teachers participating in the 

RCT will be selected for observation in equal numbers of program and control group classrooms 

within each district, with at least one teacher per subject area observed per school. Short semi-

structured interviews will follow the observations to verify continuing participation and possible 

contamination and will provide an opportunity to follow up on any other issues that may have 

become evident in the surveys. In each scale-up region, a random sample of teachers will be se-

lected for observation to profile implementation fidelity. 

http://www.horizon-research.com/
http://www.horizon-research.com/
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Goal 1B: Measures of student impact 

Student surveys: To assess program effects on students’ classroom literacy experiences, read-

ing attitudes, and metacognitive strategies, the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies 

Inventory (Mokhtari and Reichard, 2002) will be administered to students in both program and 

control schools in the fall of the first year of the study and in the spring of years 1 – 3.  

Student achievement: To develop a precise estimate of the effect of RA on literacy skills, the 

study team will administer the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation, a norm-

referenced test of reading comprehension, to program and control students in each course in the 

fall of the first year of the study and in the spring of years 1 – 3 of the study.  

Student records: Evaluators will obtain student level demographic, course enrollment, course 

credit, promotion, and state test score data for grades 8 through 11, along with individual unique 

student identifiers that can be linked over time. We have situated the RCT study in IN, PA, and 

UT because these states administer state standardized tests in each of the target subject areas and 

grade levels. The evaluation team will use state test scores to assess program impact on students’ 

attainment of state standards. Data will be collected for the two academic years prior to the 

study, and for each of the three program years. These data will be used to develop individual and 

school level controls for prior academic achievement and measure key program outcomes, in-

cluding achievement in ELA, biology and U.S. history. Analysis will follow IES guidelines in 

combining test score data from different states for estimates of impact (May, et al., 2009). 

Goal 2: Measures of fidelity and capacity  

Documentation of professional development: A representative sample of training sessions 

(summer institute and follow-up sessions) will be observed to document the presentation of the 

RA model and to better understand issues that may affect implementation. In addition, training 

logs, surveys, artifacts and attendance records will be collected from all sites to document pro-

gram activities and capture the level and kind of implementation support provided. 

Documentation of leadership development: A representative sample of RA leaders will be 

followed to document the process of leadership development from initial training through ap-
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prenticeship experiences to co-facilitation of professional development with Certified RA Con-

sultants. Training logs, interviews, and observations will be used to document this process. 

Focus group interviews and surveys: To capture key contextual variables affecting the im-

plementation of the program at scale-up, EE will conduct interviews and administer brief surveys 

with district leaders, building administrators, and participating teachers. They will also collect 

and describe the use of artifacts such as district documents, teacher assessment tools, website or 

social networking sites, and other resources used to support RA implementation.  

Progress toward goals, capability, and resources – Periodic collection of principal and 

teacher survey data, trainer logs, professional development observations, classroom observations, 

and district and teacher level focus group data will enable the evaluation team and the RA team 

to track on an ongoing basis the extent to which the RA model is being implemented as intended 

and the extent to which classroom practices and students’ opportunities to learn are changing in 

the ways that are expected. To facilitate progress monitoring, the evaluation team will provide 

quarterly reports and meet bi-annually with RA program staff. AED and EE are highly expe-

rienced evaluation agencies and widely recognized for their capacity to carry out complex evalu-

ation of educational innovations. See Section G: Management for further description of evalua-

tion staffing and capacity to carry out planned activities. The proposed evaluation is designed to 

yield high quality impact and implementation data, enable periodic assessment of the initiative’s 

progress toward its intended outcomes, identify key elements of the program, and ultimately 

provide reliable unbiased estimates of the effects of this endeavor on these outcomes to position 

the project for national replication and scale-up. Accordingly, we have budgeted approximately 

25% of the project funds to support rigorous and comprehensive evaluation activities. 

E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale    

Our proposed strategy focuses on bringing RA to scale with the objective of helping high-

needs students with varied needs to achieve rigorous academic standards in Indiana, Michigan, 

Pennsylvania, and Utah. We have chosen these states because of their expressed interest in and 

support for RA and because of our strong relationship with multiple LEAs within each State. 

Specifically, our ―Official Partner‖ LEAs in these States are critical to our scale-up strategy. 
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These LEAs have a long history of working with RA, are strong advocates of the work, and are 

committed to working with SLI to scale the RA model within their States. These LEAs have al-

ready been instrumental in the recruitment of additional LEAs to participate in this project (see 

support letters in Appendix D), and will play key roles in supporting the RA implementation 

across the LEAs in their State. In addition, several "Other Partner" LEAs in these four states, par-

ticularly in PA will provide additional sites for scale up of the proposed program. 

Number of students to be reached by proposed project – Across the four states, we esti-

mate that we will be able to provide professional development for approximately 2800 teachers 

in 300 schools, reaching 410,000 students during the grant period. To build local capacity, we 

will also select and develop 240 RA leaders. Please refer to Appendix H.4 for the numbers of 

teachers, schools and students that we propose to reach in each state every year. 

To ensure a critical mass of RA teachers within a school, we propose to train nine teachers 

(three each in 9
th

 grade ELA, 9
th

/10
th

 grade biology and 11
th

 grade U.S. history) per school. For 

purposes of this projection, we assume an average of 1000 students in each high school, with 250 

students in each grade level (grades 9-12). We also assume that the nine RA teachers (three in 

each grade level, grades 9-11) will be able to reach all the students in grades 9-11 (i.e. 750 stu-

dents per school). Given that a new cohort of students will enter these high schools in every sub-

sequent year of the study, we expect to reach an additional 250 students per school each year, 

and, as students advance up the grade levels, their exposure to RA will increase as they enter 

new subject areas with RA trained teachers. (We have budgeted to provide professional devel-

opment to additional cohorts of teachers, as needed, to address teacher attrition or reassignment.) 

Since the project will build the capacity of LEAs to sustain RA implementation after the 

project’s funding is expended, these are likely to be somewhat conservative estimates, based on 

the headcount of teachers trained directly by WestEd during the project period alone.  

Capacity to bring the proposed project to scale on a state or regional level – Strategies 

for scaling social innovations vary depending on the relationship between a ―center‖ and the sites 

where the innovation is to be replicated (Campbell, Taf-Pearman, & Lee, 2008; Dees, Battle-

Anderson, & Wei-skillern, 2004). An effective scale-up strategy must maintain program quality 
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and manage the cost of expansion so that replication is feasible and sustainable. To balance the 

trade-offs between program quality and cost, we have chosen a scale-up strategy that relies on a 

rigorous process of leadership selection and development at the local and regional RA sites.  

Figure 2:  Professional Development Pyramid

RA Trained Teachers
Science, History, ELA (10 days RA training)

Site-Based Implementation

RA Leaders
Content Expertise, Effective Disciplinary Leaders

Local/Regional Technical Assistance/Support

Certified  RA 
Consultants

Carefully Selected
Regional/National 

Trainers 

 

As depicted in Figure 2, we will select and develop a number of promising teachers and ad-

ministrators, RA Leaders, to expand the program in each district or region. Thus, within each RA 

site, we are able to build a cadre of locally-based, qualified personnel who can assist with scale-

up efforts. We will carefully vet the RA leaders to ensure that we are selecting individuals who 

have demonstrated exemplary implementation of RA in their classrooms, who have the respect 

of their peers, and who show promise in using best practice adult education principles to develop 

the skills of other teachers. As a result of this strategy, while SLI’s involvement is critical in the 

early stages of a RA project (i.e. to build stakeholder support for the program, provide profes-

sional development for the first cohort of teachers, and develop a critical mass of RA leaders 

within the region), once local capacity is built, SLI’s support gradually diminishes. Developing 

local and regional RA leaders: 1) helps build capacity within a region; 2) keeps program costs 
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affordable by reducing travel costs and embedding trainers within existing district personnel; and 

3) allows the program to be tailored (within fidelity parameters) to meet unique regional needs. 

A few of the most qualified and effective RA leaders are invited to apply to become Certified 

RA Consultants. To become a Certified RA Consultant, candidates must demonstrate their skills 

with RA in the classroom and with professional development, develop a portfolio of lessons that 

demonstrate high level RA implementation, provide a written description of their motivation and 

capacity as a trainer, and successfully co-facilitate trainings with Certified Consultants for a pe-

riod of time. Certified Consultants need to be recertified every two years. Having gone through 

such a rigorous selection, training, evaluation and certification process, these Certified Consul-

tants may provide RA training and technical assistance under contract to WestEd and partner 

LEAs across the nation. To date, RA has identified and trained over 50 Certified Consultants 

across the country who hold or have held positions such as instructional leaders, literacy coaches 

and curriculum and literacy directors for LEAs and county offices of education.  

The SLI team supports local RA sites by continuously developing and improving RA pro-

gram/materials, by providing technical assistance, quality assurance at the RA sites, and research 

on RA, and by disseminating the RA model across the country. At the management level, 

Schoenbach and Greenleaf bring their expertise in research, professional development, program 

development and their pragmatic experience scaling-up the RA program. SLI employs expert 

staff developers who provide professional development, continuously refine and improve the 

program and support the field. SLI staff also assists with planning and management of multiple 

national institutes. In Pennsylvania and Michigan, the two states where we expect to expand 

most significantly, SLI will also employ local site-coordinators to assist with the fiscal and oper-

ational management of the scale-up effort. As a WestEd project, SLI is able to draw on the sea-

soned infrastructure (i.e. Human Resources, Finance, Contracts, IT, and Communications) and 

financial resources of a $115 million, national organization with a stable funding base.   

The considerable size of the current RA network relative to the lean 10 person SLI team, is a 

testament to the capacity built through RA leaders and Certified Consultants to expand and sus-

tain the program across the country. The proposed project will allow us to expand our team of 
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RA leaders and Certified Consultants and build our capacity for broader scale-up of the model. 

Feasibility of project to be replicated successfully –To ensure that the RA can be repli-

cated successfully in a variety of settings, SLI has developed a number of high-quality resources 

including the following: 

 RA training materials (e.g., facilitator and participant manuals) have been carefully devel-

oped and continuously improved since 1995 to document professional development methods.  

 RA resource materials including student case studies, work, and interviews; RA teacher im-

plementation work in varied subject-areas; assessment tools and rubrics; videos of classroom 

literacy interactions; lesson models; and demonstrations of RA teaching approaches.  

In addition, as part of the validation grant, we propose to develop a web portal to provide 

RA teachers and leaders with a media rich, highly interactive, and cost-effective learning envi-

ronment to reinforce face-to-face training. The web portal will give RA leaders access to mate-

rials that were used in the face-to-face trainings, as well as new materials to deepen their under-

standing in other areas. The web portal will support an online professional learning community 

of RA leaders to support one another’s practice and receive support from SLI staff. Webinars and 

discussions organized by subject matter will encourage RA leaders to communicate with one 

another. Ideas and artifacts of practice will be shared for formal and informal feedback from SLI 

staff and from peers. Finally, when new leaders join the project, the archived webinars and on-

line training materials will allow them to get up to speed quickly. We will also create an RA 

teachers’ area in the web portal that will provide a place for teachers to access new materials and 

those that were used in their trainings, to maintain familiarity with content and tools, to share ex-

periences between face-to-face events, and to participate in webinars and discussions organized 

by subject matter.  

Cost of the proposed project – The estimated cost of the proposed project over five years is 

$21,799,417, $5,786,034 of which is for conducting a rigorous evaluation to inform future scale-

up.  In addition, teachers and LEAs will receive stipends for their data collection activities. Typi-

cally, the most significant start-up costs for a research-based professional development program 

like RA are development of training materials and resources. Because most RA materials have 
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already been developed, they are not included in our start-up costs. Thus the only significant de-

velopment cost is for the online web portal. Direct operating costs include the teacher and RA 

leader training at each site (i.e. RA trainer salaries and travel costs, teacher stipends for attending 

the training, cost of training venues, supplies and materials), the cost of hiring a site coordinator, 

and the on-going cost of quality control management (salaries for relevant SLI home office staff 

and occasional travel) across all sites.  

As Table E.1 (below) shows, costs per student decrease every year of the project, as start up 

and development costs decrease over time and the locally-based RA leaders assume increased 

responsibility for training teachers in their respective sites. We provide estimates of cost per stu-

dent that include and exclude expenses associated with web portal development and the evalua-

tion study, for comparison purposes. The table shows the cumulative number of students served 

by the project; thus by Year 2 we have reached over 100,000 students, and the cost has dropped 

to $67 per student from an initial $95. By Year 4, we have reached over 250,000 students with a 

cost per student of $40. By the end of the five years, we will have reached nearly 410,000 stu-

dents and the cost per student will have leveled off.  To reach 500,000, we would anticipate this 

same per student cost of $41.  

Table E.1: Cost Per Student Per Project Year 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Number of students served 
each year of the project 

48,000 71,500 90,000 123,500 76,500 

Cumulative number of stu-
dents served 

48,000 119,500 209,500 333,000 409,500 

Estimated cost per year 4,549,221  4,786,380  4,954,917  4,951,042  3,156,822  

Total cost per student/year  $ 95   $ 67   $ 55   $ 40   $ 41  

Estimated cost per year minus 

evaluation and development  
2,046,412 2,416,122 2,622,282 2,911,778 1,509,681 

Total cost per student/year mi-

nus evaluation and development 
$ 43 $ 34 $ 29 $ 24 $ 20 

To forecast replication costs going forward for providing RA PD and leadership development 

to new LEAs, to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 500,000 students respectively, we assumed no new 
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development or rigorous evaluation costs to validate the model. We calculated the costs of SLI 

management and training, teacher and LEA leader participation in PD, and increasing FTE levels 

for LEA site coordination for increasing numbers of students. The cost estimates for scaling 

beyond the five-year validation project are as follows: 

Number of students served 100,000 250,000 500,000 

Estimated program cost 2,245,014 4,124,592 7,393,064 

Estimated cost per student $ 22 $ 16 $ 15 

We believe these are reasonable estimates for disseminating RA PD with high quality and fideli-

ty, and involving investment in LEA leadership and capacity building. An independent cost 

analysis of the RA professional development model estimated a cost of $9.10 to $30.69 per stu-

dent, depending on the intensity of project implementation and leadership development (Levin, 

Catlin, & Elson, 2010, p. 24-25). 

Mechanisms WestEd and SLI will use to broadly disseminate information – As an or-

ganization that develops networks among practitioners, researchers, and policy makers, WestEd 

has highly regarded outreach services and award winning products that disseminate information 

about its projects to a broad range of audiences. As a key program within WestEd, SLI currently 

uses multiple mechanisms to disseminate information on RA, and will continue to use these 

strategies to support further development and expansion. These dissemination mechanisms in-

clude books and published articles, presentations in conferences such as the Council of Great 

City Schools, National Science Teachers Association, National Title I conference and others, ar-

ticles in WestEd’s online and print publications, and our regularly updated website and blog. To 

date, one of the most effective ways by which we have disseminated information about RA has 

been through ―word-of-mouth‖; teachers who have been trained in RA sharing the information 

with their colleagues. We foster these efforts by supporting our committed base of RA teachers 

and leaders through the annual RA Winter Conference and our listservs. Lastly, as a recipient of 

several Department of Education research grants, we have been invited to present our findings in 

multiple venues and our work is featured on the Doing What Works adolescent literacy website. 
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F. Sustainability 

Resources and support of stakeholders – Over the past decade, SLI has been generously 

supported by WestEd and private foundations (e.g., Carnegie Corporation of New York and the 

Annenberg, Hewlett, Lumina, Stone, Stuart, and Stupski Foundations) to develop capacity to 

replicate and scale-up the RA program. We are in the process of working with Foundations to 

secure matching funds for the project.  Support letters from Foundations (Appendix D) attest to 

their ongoing commitment to this work. These investments have enabled SLI to build discipline-

specific models and tools, engage growing communities of educators, and develop leadership 

models to scale the intervention. We view the opportunity presented by this i3 validation grant as 

a critical next step in our efforts to expand our reach and impact across the nation.  

Throughout SLI’s 15-year history, WestEd leadership has strongly supported the SLI team 

and the RA project as a proven model to support adolescent academic literacy. This institutional 

support has taken many forms, including providing growth capital and direct assistance with 

business strategy development as well as the dissemination of RA-related research, products and 

services. WestEd leadership has invested in the development of SLI’s robust scale-up plans and 

will continue to sustain this support beyond the period of i3 grant funding. Given the difficulty of 

securing growth capital across the nonprofit sector (Foster, 2008) SLI’s ability to use WestEd 

reserves to build its internal capacity to grow and to effectively manage cash flow during periods 

of high growth is a significant resource.  

In addition to support from WestEd and our foundation partners, to date, we have been able 

to expand our reach significantly, thanks to the support and commitment of key stakeholders at 

the school, district, county and state levels. Given that much of RA takes place at the school and 

district level, this support is critical to the program’s sustainability beyond the grant period. As 

evidenced by the 4 letters of commitment from official partner LEAs and the 18 support letters 

from other partner LEAs in Appendix D, improving student literacy across high-school content 

areas is a key priority for our partner LEAs. In the words of one of our partners, RA ―is not just 

another initiative that the [district] would undertake,‖ rather, it is closely integrated into the dis-

trict’s overall strategy for improving student achievement, and it is supported both by teachers, 



30 

WestEd Strategic Literacy Initiative 

as well as by highest levels of district administration. During the grant period, LEA partners will 

contribute in-kind resources in the following categories: meeting space and equipment, district-

level coordination and communication for project activities, and Title I funding to cover teacher 

stipends for professional development (Indianapolis). These investments further indicate our 

LEA partners’ strong commitment to support and sustain RA implementation even beyond the 

grant period. 

In implementing fundamental instructional change, teacher buy-in and ownership is key (El-

more, 1996; Bryk & Gomez, 2010). Because teachers have played a collaborative role in the 

cycles of RA design over time, RA translates easily to teachers and generates the teacher enthu-

siasm and advocacy that have driven the exponential growth of the RA model. Similarly, a report 

comparing RA to other literacy programs for adolescents concluded that ―involving administra-

tors and situating [RA] implementation in the subject areas has created collaborative cultures of 

literacy with extensive administrative support‖ (Levin, Catlin, and Elson, 2010).  Over the years, 

we have also enjoyed increasing stakeholder support at higher levels of the educational system, 

such as County Offices of Education, Intermediate Units and State Departments of Education. 

While these groups are not always directly involved with the implementation of RA, they are 

able to use their own resources to convene teachers across multiple districts to build learning 

communities around RA, to provide technical assistance to schools and districts, and disseminate 

information about RA to schools and districts in their region. As shown in the letters of support 

from State Departments of Education, multiple intermediary organizations within these States, 

and administrator associations are all committed to ensuring the success and the sustainability of 

RA in their respective regions (see Appendix D).  

Incorporation into the ongoing work of applicant and partners – Given SLI’s mission to 

help adolescents nationwide engage and succeed in rigorous academic work, the proposed 

project fits well into SLI’s current strategic plan (Appendix H.5). If this project is successful, 

then the logical next step for SLI would be to focus on expanding RA across more states, work-

ing towards national expansion. With the recent national focus on addressing adolescent literacy 

needs and embedding reading instruction in K-12 content areas, policy directions that are highly 
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consistent with RA’s approach to literacy, we believe that now, more than ever, we are well posi-

tioned to expand our work nationally. Specifically, in a time of tight state and district budgets, 

we are encouraged by the proposed increases in funding for adolescent literacy through the Lite-

racy Education for All, Results for the Nation (LEARN) Act, the Striving Readers program, and 

the coming reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
1
. Further, 

with IES’s Reading for Understanding Research Initiative, we see a similar focus on adolescent 

literacy across the academic disciplines in the research arena. 

The incorporation of RA into the ongoing work of our partners will vary as their local con-

texts and infrastructure varies. For example, based on conversations with key stakeholders in PA 

and MI, we see potential for significant long-term incorporation of the RA model at the state lev-

el. This is already in place to a limited degree in both states, with PA having selected Reading 

Apprenticeship as a key Response-to-Instruction and Intervention (RTI) strategy for Tiers I and 

II and MI selecting Reading Apprenticeship as one of the few approved ―evidence-based inter-

ventions‖ that failing schools can adopt. In Indianapolis, district administrative support, teacher 

interest, and incorporation into the district literacy and improvement plan, signal strong potential 

for sustaining this work beyond the grant period. In Utah we are also quite hopeful about pros-

pects for long-range incorporation of RA. The Utah State Superintendent of Instruction and his 

team have specifically expressed strong support for RA in Race to the Top planning meetings, 

and have made adolescent literacy one of the key elements of their reform agenda. 

In short, we believe that the high-level of support from stakeholders at the school, LEA, COE 

and DOE levels will ensure the sustainability of RA implementation across the four states 

beyond the grant period. However, we are certainly aware of the impact of changes in LEA lea-

dership on the sustainability of instructional strategies. In that context, demonstrated results at 

the student, instructor, and school levels are absolutely critical to sustainability. For this reason, 

the robust evaluation proposed for this i3 application is very important – establishing the impact 

                                            
1
 A Blueprint for Reform: The Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 

U.S. Department of Education, March 2010.  
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of RA on students and teachers with rigor and sufficient scale to help ensure that policy makers 

cannot change course easily. Ultimately, we believe that the pressures for academically rigorous 

instruction with complex disciplinary texts will continue to drive education decision-makers and 

practitioners to look to the kinds of transformative solutions RA represents. 

G. Quality of the Management Plan 

In order to effectively manage the replication of RA in over 300 schools across four different 

states, we have designed a management structure that includes key personnel from WestEd as 

well as from our partner LEAs in each of the states (see Appendix H.6 for an organizational chart 

describing lines of management and supervision).  

Roles of key personnel – As co-managers, Ruth Schoenbach and Cynthia Greenleaf will 

provide overall leadership, with Schoenbach responsible for managing the project timeline, 

budget, and key personnel and Greenleaf working closely with the external evaluation team. In 

working across the four states, Schoenbach and Greenleaf will be supported by a multi-site coor-

dinator, who will maintain monthly contact with each site, including regular site visits to meet 

with key stakeholders to ensure that the project is progressing as planned and to address any 

state-specific issues. In Pennsylvania and Michigan, where we plan to reach the greatest number 

of schools (100+ schools in each state), we will also employ two full-time site-coordinators. The 

site coordinators will be responsible for communications and logistics between SLI and their 

sites, will provide direct support to the teachers, leaders and schools and will assist with dissemi-

nation and recruitment for scale-up across their states. In Indiana and Utah, where we plan to 

reach a smaller number of schools (32 and 24 respectively), an existing district staffer will take 

on the role of site-coordinator for the LEAs (Indianapolis, IN and Odgen, UT) where we will 

base the work; scale up beyond that single LEA will be led by a multi-site coordinator with assis-

tance from that LEA’s site coordinator. While the multi-site and site coordinators will be respon-

sible for overseeing RA implementation across the four states, three RA Lead Consultants will 

oversee all RA training for biology teachers, U.S. history, and ELA. In this role, they will: 

 • Ensure the quality of training for teachers in their respective subject areas 

•  Foster communities of learning among the subject-area teachers  
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•  Work with the WestEd Interactive Team to develop the on-line portal resources 

•  Ensure quality for RA leader development process 

•  Plan an annual conference for RA leaders 

• Make continued improvements to the professional development resources  

These RA Lead Consultants will also oversee other RA consultants delivering discipline-

specific RA professional development. The inclusion of key site-based personnel as well as three 

Subject Area RA Lead consultants in the management team will ensure that we are responsive to 

the needs of schools in each state, as well as to the needs of teachers in each subject area.  

Project timeline – Critical milestones in Year 1 include holding subject specific RA insti-

tutes for biology, U.S. history and English teachers in all four states; recruiting and randomizing 

schools in preparation for the randomized controlled trial (RCT) and carrying out pre-tests and 

baseline assessments for the RCT; selection of RA leaders within each site; and developing ini-

tial on-line portal capacity for cross-site professional learning as part of the follow-up provided 

between professional development sessions. An additional milestone in Year 2 is the first of our 

four Annual Conference for RA leaders. Throughout the last three project years, we add the im-

portant milestone of RA leaders taking on increasing responsibility for leading subject specific 

RA professional development in their own and/or other LEAs, with a total of 240 leaders having 

a full cycle of development in this period. Please refer to Appendix H.7 for a detailed outline of 

project activities and milestones over five years.  

Qualifications of key personnel – The resumes of key personnel are found in Appendix C. 

Due to space constraints, the bios below offer only short summaries of the high qualifications 

and experience levels represented in this very strong team. 

Ruth Schoenbach has created and managed numerous complex and innovative educational 

projects over her 30+ years as an educational program developer and manager. Her work has in-

cluded designing and managing professional development and publications for secondary teach-

ers, college teachers and teacher educators using the RA framework; project management for the 

IES Enhancing Reading Opportunities study, developing strategic scale-up plans, and participa-
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tion in national and international advisory groups and conferences related to adolescent literacy. 

Ms. Schoenbach holds an Ed.M. degree in Teaching, Curriculum and Learning Environments 

from the Harvard Graduate School of Education. 

Cynthia Greenleaf has 25+ years of progressively ambitious leadership experience in design-

ing tools and protocols for, and evaluating high quality literacy-focused professional develop-

ment. Throughout this time, she has carried out a line of cumulative research and development 

and developed related presentations and publications that have required her to meet a complex 

mix of management and scholarly demands. Most recently, she has led the diverse team of pro-

fessional development staff, research methodologists, and assessment specialists in rigorous RCT 

studies of the impact of RA professional development on high school students biology (NSF) and 

U.S. history and biology (IES) classes. She holds a PhD in Language and Literacy Education 

from UC Berkeley. 

Greenleaf and Schoenbach are influential in the field of adolescent and academic literacy, 

have served on multiple national committees, and are frequently called upon for their expertise 

and leadership in the field. For example, the Common Core Standards cites Heller and Greenleaf 

(2007) in establishing a research base for literacy standards across the curriculum (NCCSSO & 

NGA, 2010b).   

Cathleen Kral, who will work both as the Multi-Sites Coordinator and RA Lead Consultant 

for English language arts for this project, was Instructional Leader for Literacy and Literacy 

Coaching, K-12 for Boston Public Schools from 2000 to 2009, in a period which saw a signifi-

cant increase in high school students’ reading scores, coinciding with Ms. Kral’s leadership of a 

coaching program there that used RA as the key model. Kelly Pauling, currently Director of Cur-

riculum Services for IU 20, will serve as Statewide Site Coordinator for Pennsylvania. William 

Loyd, Coordinator of Instructional Programs for a highly successful two-county RA implementa-
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tion initiative, will be the Statewide Site Coordinator for Michigan. Both Ms. Pauling and Dr. 

Loyd have decades of leadership experience, extensive connections throughout their local and 

statewide education communities, and deep knowledge of the RA model. 

Dr. Willard Brown, who will serve as the RA Lead Consultant for the biology professional 

development, has led SLI’s science and math work for the past three years, after implementing 

RA in his Oakland high school classroom for several years. Gayle Cribb, a veteran history teach-

er with extensive expertise in working with English language learners, will serve as the RA Lead 

Consultant for history. Dr. Brown and Ms. Cribb co-facilitated the biology and U.S. history Insti-

tutes for the aforementioned IES study.  

Robert Montgomery will lead a team of content and media developers to establish and man-

age the web portal and accompanying high quality, video resources. Bob Montgomery is a Se-

nior Project Manager on the WestEd Interactive team. He has supervised a number of high-

profile web and media projects, providing clients with solutions to complex knowledge man-

agement and dissemination needs. He is currently working on several initiatives that integrate 

online technology and media with professional development activities. Montgomery taught 

science and technology for five years in a Bay Area public high school. As a former teacher-

leader, Montgomery brings a deep understanding of classroom practice and school improvement 

issues to his work with interactive technology. Montgomery received an MA in social sciences in 

education from Stanford University. 

Development of the web portal will also rely on the content expertise of Gina Hale, Cindy 

Litman, and Lynn Murphy, who bring to the project many years of curriculum and video devel-

opment experience, designing tools and resources to support RA implementation.    

The RA project team will benefit from several important advisors. Robert Linquanti of 

WestEd, a nationally-recognized expert on instruction and assessment for ELLs, will advise the 
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project leadership team on these issues over the course of the project. Aylin Bell, WestEd’s Se-

nior Business Development Manager, and pro bono consultant Roger King will both advise 

Schoenbach and Greenleaf on strategic scale-up issues. Prior to joining WestEd, Bell was the 

Chief Operating Officer at a KIPP charter middle school in San Jose. Before KIPP, she worked 

as an organizational development consultant at Intellinex, a learning venture of Ernst &Young 

LLP, where she designed and implemented large-scale professional development programs for 

Fortune 500 companies. Roger King has worked with non-profits on strategy, going-to-scale, and 

organizational development since the early 1990s.  He was a consultant with Bain & Company, 

an international strategic consulting firm, from 1983 to 1992.  

Dr. Jason Snipes, Vice President and Director of the Center for Educational Research, Eval-

uation, and Technology at AED, will lead the project evaluation. Dr. Snipes currently oversees a 

broad portfolio of projects with the Southwest, Midwest, and Southeast Regional Educational 

Laboratories (RELs), including a large-scale random assignment study of the Alabama Math 

Science and Technology Initiative. Prior to coming to AED, Dr. Snipes served as the Director of 

Research for the Council of the Great City Schools and as Deputy Director for K-12 Education at 

MDRC where he led the evaluation design for several IES sponsored large-scale random as-

signment studies, including the Enhanced Reading Opportunities Study of adolescent literacy. 

Dr. Snipes holds a doctorate in public policy from Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School 

of Government.  

Dr. Snipes will direct a team of other highly experienced researchers at AED and EE and will 

convene an Evaluation Advisory Panel to provide guidance on both the summative and formative 

aspects of the evaluation plan (see resumes of evaluation staff qualifications in Appendix C).  

References cited in this project narrative are listed in the Bibliography in Appendix H.8. 
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project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 



and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

SLI has experience managing large complex project because they have been 
developing the RA model since 1995 and implemented it in 34 states with 
77,000 teachers (e13). SLI's RA research studies (e10) indicate a track 
record of positive impact in academic subject areas (low to moderate effect 
sizes) with struggling readers at 9th grade level student populations that are 
historically hard to attain increases in student achievement at the high school 
level.  

 
Weaknesses 

A minor weakness of the evidence to support the non-profit's past record 
improving student achievement, comes in the reporting of the non-
disaggregated results (NSF and 2 IES studies). It would be helpful to 
understand if the RA treatment is having differential effects on sub-groups. 

 

Reader's Score: 19 



4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 



(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

The project will provide training to 2,800 teachers that it is estimated will 
serve 410,000 students in 4 states. The proposal includes a strategy  for 
scaling the program regionally (e24)through developing RA leader and 
certified RA consultant capacity. The standardization of training materials, 
resource materials and online portal (e26) should allow for successful 
replication. The low cost per student at start-up is $95/student and 
$20/student for operating cost beyond the life of the grant is a strength.  

 
Weaknesses 

A minor weakness of the dissemination strategy is that the proposed 
approach of publications, conferences, website, and word-of-mouth may not 
communicate the program to those in underserved regions that are least 
likely to be connected to these resources. 

 

Reader's Score: 9 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

SLI has a 15 year history of supporting this initiative and shows a 
commitment beyond the life of the grant. Letters of support from foundations 



show a commitment by funders (App D). Letters of support from partner 
LEA shows their commitment to integrating the RA model into their 
ongoing work.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found. 
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

Key personnel, Shoenbach and Greenlead, have many years of experience 
with the RA model and have responsibilities for oversight of each local site, 
RA leaders and consultants (e32). Montgomery has the expertise to manage 
the web development side of the project (e35). The evaluation lead, Snipes, 
had conducted similar evaluations of similar projects, namely a large-scale 
RCT of Enhanced Reading Opportunities.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found. 
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 



(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 



are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The project provides reading instruction that directly benefits learning by 
ELL students in high school academic subject areas. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses found. 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

A1. The proposal builds a strong case for the need for this particular project 
because "literacy mediates student's access to the full range of subject 
matter". (p. 3;e3) 
 
A1.  The focus, literacy through content area courses, allows students to 
increase reading skills while learning content.  It allows students to keep 
momentum toward content acquisition; students who typically are at lower 
levels all around academically need to be able to continue work in the 
content areas so they do not get further behind.   
 
A2. Activities to be accomplished are listed in the abstract (p. e0). The 
activities have an alignment to the goals that are listed on the same page, but 
this connection is strengthened throughout the proposal as information 
regarding each of the pieces is further developed. 
 
A3. Research to support the project includes information about the positive 
results of the RA approach. (pages 8-13; e8-13)  In addition, the proposal is 
strengthened in this area through the presentation of evidence supporting the 
particular professional development strategy that will be used. (p. 8; e8)  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 



considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 

C1. The applicant has implemented numerous, complex projects based on 
RA.  This particular approach has been expanded from 20 high school 



teachers to a training of over 77,000 teachers since 1995.  (p. 13; e13)   
 
C2. SLI has positive impacted the achievement gap using RA as noted on 
pages 15-16 (e15-e16) and in section B (pp. 9-13; e9-13).  The subgroups 
showing improvement, at different locations, include socioeconomically 
disadvantaged and minority students as well as situations where there was 
improvement overall. 

 
Weaknesses 

C1. The experience of SLI has been focused on RA.  While this offers the 
opportunity to develop and refine, the applicant is limited with the types of 
projects implemented. 
 
C2. Though the proposal addresses Competitive Priority 7, there are no 
studies included that report the effect of RA specifically on English 
Language Learners. 

 

Reader's Score: 19 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 



5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

E1. The proposed number of students to be impacted is expected to reach 
410,000 from four states with a high degree of subgroup populations in 
each.  This will allow for improved analyses of the results. 
 
E2.  The organization has had previous experience both with the financial 
aspects of a project this large and understands the role SLI will have (or not) 
once the project is developed at each site. (p. 24; e24) 
 
E2. An official partner, AED, demonstrates ability to assist with scaling up 
because of its past development and management of Middle Start. (Appendix 
H.2, pp. e8-10) 
 
E3. Specific training materials have already been developed (p. 26; e26) and 



improved since 1995.  Because of the length of time that the materials have 
been used and refined, their effectiveness toward replication is high. 
 
E4. Table E.1 shows not only the cost per student per year during each of the 
grant years, but also includes information that allows an understanding of 
how these figures were calculated.  The table also includes the cost without 
the evaluation or the development of the web portal. 
 
E5. Broad methods for providing information about the project have been 
listed on page 28 (e28).  The applicant includes the simple "word-of-mouth" 
possibilities that will occur because the trained RA teachers will share their 
experiences. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

F1.  Support letters are provided not only from each of the LEAs but also the 
state departments of education for Pennsylvania and Utah.  Major funding 
possibilities, Appendix D, also indicate support which will assist with work 
beyond the grant period. 
 
F2. The project involves professional development intended to change and 
improve teaching methods.  This will be part of the sustenance effort.  
 
F2. Included in the planning and budget are provisions for necessary 
additional training due to "teacher attrition or reassignment".  Sustainability 
is strengthened throughout the length of the grant period because of this 



foresight. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

G1. The management plan clearly indicates tasks and milestones and state 
personnel responsible for the accomplishment of these. (Appendix H.7, pp. 
e29-38)  Previous experience of the applicant allows the plan to be 
recognized as fully developed and realistic. 
 
G2.  An organizational chart is presented in Appendix H.6 (p. 
e27).  Experience of those shown on the chart is shown on the resumes 
provided in Appendix C, but the short biographical descriptions included on 
pages 33 - 36 (e33-36) testify to the group not only having experience with 
RA but also with each of the aspects of the project.  For example, Bob 
Montgomery will lead the development of the web portal (p. 35; 
e35).  Though his resume is not included, the proposal states that he has 
"supervised a number of high-profile web and media projects". 
 
G3. The expertise of the project director is evident because of her previous 
involvement with WestEd and RA.  Dr. Snipes will lead evaluation.  He is 
employed by the independent evaluator, AED, and has experience working 
with several educational laboratories.  The proposal states that he worked on 



a "large-scale random assignment study of the Alabama Math Science and 
Technology Initiative."  (p. 36; e36)  This is strong evidence of his expertise 
with experimental studies related to education. 

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

This area was not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

This area was not addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 



kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

This area was not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

This area was not addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

Goals include providing professional development that will assist teachers 
with instruction that is particularly appropriate to English Language 
Learners.  

 
Weaknesses 

No weaknesses were noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 



2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 

This area was not addressed.  

 
Weaknesses 

This area was not addressed.  
 

Reader's Score: 0 
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Summary Statement  

    

1. Summary Statement  N/A  N/A  

 
Selection Criteria 

    

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project 
Design (up to 20 Points)  

20  20  

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, 
and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 Points)  

15  0  

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 
Points)  

20  19  

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 
Points)  

15  0  

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 
10 Points)  

10  10  

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points)  10  10  

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel 
(up to 10 Points)  

10  10  

 
Competitive Preference  

    

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for 
Improving Early Learning Outcomes (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That 
Support College Access and Success (0 or 1 Point)  

1  0  



3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address 
the Unique Learning Needs of Students With 
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students 
(0 or 1 Point)  

1  1  

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve 
Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 2 Points)  

2  0  

TOTAL   105 70 

 

  

Technical Review Form 

 
Validation 09: 84.396B  
Reader #3:  
Applicant: WestEd -- ,Teacher Professional Development Program - ,Teacher 
Professional Development Program (U396B100255)  

 
  

 
Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 

The Reading Apprenticeship (RA) model of academic literacy instruction 
will assist students with low proficiency in English in developing the four 
language acquisitions domains that are so vital to success in both workforce 
and college settings. (pages e-0, e-1) 
 
The WestEd Strategic Literacy Initiative (SLI) will use the RA model 
addresses the requirement for all high school students to meet the new 
Common Core Standards by building skills in reading, writing, and critical 
thinking while engaging students in the rigorous study of specific subject 
areas.  
(pages e-0, e-2, e-3) 
 
The national assessment data for students attending school in the proposed 
area of project deployment found that two-thirds of the population in grades 
8-12 are reading at a less than proficient level which will make post-
secondary study challenging at best. (page e-3) 
 
This project will be deployed in four separate LEAs located in four states, 
and will provide support services to 410,00 students and 2,800 teachers in 
300 urban schools that serve large populations of high-risk students with 
varied needs. (page e-6) 

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 20 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 



these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 



or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 
Strengths 

The WestEd Strategic Literacy Initiative has delivered the RA instructional 
strategy to over 77,000 teachers in 34 states over the past fifteen years 
through professional development institutes, annual conferences, and site-
based professional development initiatives sponsored by LEAs. (page e-14) 
 
WestEd has provided evidence that it has the financial, technical, and 
personnel resources necessary to successfully manage the systems and 
processes of any large and complex project including the one articulated in 
this proposal.  
(page e-15)  

 
Weaknesses 

The applicant appears to be already actively committed to deploy or oversee 
several large and complex IES-funded professional development and 
research-based activities in other states which might weaken their focus on 
this project.  
(page e-14, e-15)  

 

Reader's Score: 19 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 



Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Reader's Score: 0 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 

WestEd has hand-selected the schools within each state that will participate 
in the project based upon their interest in RA and their strong relationship 
with "official partner" LEAs in each state that will participate in this 
proposed project. (page e-22) 
 
In order to effectively build the capacity of participating LEAs to sustain the 
program after i3 funding is exhausted, WestEd has budgeted for the 



professional development of additional teachers in the event that any of the 
original cohort of RA teachers are unable to continue to provide services in 
this role. (Page e-23) 
 
WestEd has a sophisticated outreach strategy that utilizes a multitude of 
conventional and unconventional mechanisms to disseminate information 
about RA to a wide and diverse audience of educators and researchers. (page 
e-28)  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 

The SLI has had significant financial and infrastructure-related support from 
WestEd since 200. A multitude of private foundations have provided gifts 
and matching funds to assist in the scale-up of the RA program. SLI will 
continue to have access to WestEd funding in the event that it is needed 
during periods of scale-up. (page e-29) 
 
There is evidence of significant buy-in by the leadership of partnering LEAs, 
teachers, and officials from various State Departments of Education 
indicating unwavering support for a program that could significantly 
improve student achievement. (page e-30)  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 



Reader's Score: 10 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 

WestEd-SLI has developed an organizational model which designates two 
co-managers for this project who will provide leadership in distinct areas that 
are related to their professional expertise. (page e-32) 
 
The Management Plan is enhanced for each in having one or two Site 
Coordinators assigned to ensure that the day-to-day operation of the RA 
program is effectively deployed. These staff members are complemented by 
three RA Lead Consultants who will oversee all RA training activities for the 
biology, history, and ELA teachers who will be utilizing RA in their 
respective content-specific classrooms. (page e-32) 
 
The Management Plan and appendix that have been included in this proposal 
provide a highly-detailed 5-year timeline for the project that outlines all 
project activities, personnel responsible for overseeing the deployment of 
these activities, and concrete milestones for regular and rigorous project 
evaluation. (page e-33, Appendix H)  

 
Weaknesses 

None noted.  
 

Reader's Score: 10 

 
Competitive Preference  



1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 

There was no response to this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 

There was no response to this competitive preference.  

 



Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 

The applicant provides clear evidence that this project will address several of 
the areas established for this competitive preference including improving 
academic outcomes for all students as well as increasing the likelihood that 
students will be college and career ready as a result of their participation in 
this project.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 1 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 



There was no response to this competitive preference.  

 
Weaknesses 

 
 

Reader's Score: 0 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

Cites randomized studies that show that RA intervention has had a positive 
impact on student achievements. Research designs were included and 
findings were statistically significant. They cite a NSF funded study that 
looks at RA in biology, an IES funded study that looks at RA in high school 
academic literacy, and another IES funded study that looks at high school 
science and history 



 
NSF - Multi-level models were used to analyze the effectiveness of RA on 
student achievement on state-mandated criterion tests in biology, ELA, and 
reading comprehension. Students in the treatment schools performed 
significantly better than their counterparts in control schools on all 
standardized state assessments studied. There was an educationally 
meaningful magnitude of difference between the intervention and control 
groups. It is hypothesized that the effect size on academic achievement will 
increase to .4.  

 
Weaknesses 

All studies were done by the applicant and therefore there is internal bias.  
 

Reader's Score: 13 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 



factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The application describes a well designed experimental study. The use of an 
independent and external evaluator will limit internal bias in the findings. 
The formative evaluation that is described will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback. This will also allow for 
periodic assessment of progress toward achieving the intended outcomes.  
 
The group-randomized design of the evaluation is also a strength of the 
application. Using such a design helps to ensure generalizablity.  
 
The evaluation plan also details the data sources, the sample size and key 
measures. This information is important in determining that the evaluation 
will be internally and externally valid and that the findings are useful and 
relevant.  

 
Weaknesses 

Statistical analyses that will be conducted are not included in the details of 
the research design. Such information is necessary to ensure that the 
evaluation will provide sufficient information about the key elements of the 
project.  

 

Reader's Score: 13 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 



In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 
(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 



 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 
this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 



Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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Summary Statement  

1. Summary Statement  

 
Selection Criteria 

1. A. Need for the Project and Quality of the Project Design (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the need for the project and quality of the design of the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to 
the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet (i.e., addresses a largely unmet 
need, particularly for high-need students, and is a practice, strategy, or program 
that has not already been widely adopted). 
 
(2) The extent to which the proposed project has a clear set of goals and an explicit 
strategy, with actions that are 
 
(a) aligned with the priorities the eligible applicant is seeking to meet, and 
 
(b) expected to result in achieving the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the 



proposed project.  
 
(3) The extent to which the proposed project is consistent with the research evidence 
supporting the proposed project, taking into consideration any differences in 
context. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect (up to 15 
Points) 
 
The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the 
internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity 
(generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed 
project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate 
success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving 
these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  
 
In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary 
considers the following factors:  
 
(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate 
evidence (as defined in the Notice Inviting Applications) that the proposed practice, 
strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important 
effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement 
gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or 
increasing college enrollment and completion rates.  
 
(2) The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the 
proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and 
measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement 
gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase 
college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance 
and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the 
eligible applicant to support the proposed project. 

Strengths 

The applicant provided detailed information (ie. study designs, statistical 
procedures, student/teacher sample sizes, student demographics, quantified 
information about professional training, effect sizes, student and teacher 
outcomes, etc.) about the studies used as moderate evidence in support of 
RA. 
 



The studies provided as evidence reported results for student populations 
similar to the priority populations of interest for this grant application.  
 
While the only studies provided as evidence for RA are conducted by the 
applicant, it shows the applicant performs results-driven work, with 
publications that provide enough detail for others to replicate. 

 
Weaknesses 

All of the studies provided as evidence for RA were conducted by the 
applicant, therefore, results may be biased. 

 

Reader's Score: 12 

3. C. Experience of the Eligible Applicant (up to 20 Points) 
 
In determining the experience of the eligible applicant, the Secretary considers the 
following factors: 
 
(1) The past performance of the eligible applicant in implementing complex 
projects. 
 
(2) The extent to which an eligible applicant provides information and data 
demonstrating that - 
(a) In the case of an eligible applicant that is an LEA, the LEA has - 
(i) Significantly closed the achievement gaps between groups of students described 
in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, or significantly increased student achievement for 
all groups of students described in such section; and  
 
(ii) Made significant improvements in other areas, such as graduation rates or 
increased recruitment and placement of high-quality teachers and principals, as 
demonstrated with meaningful data; or 
 
(b) In the case of an eligible applicant that includes a nonprofit organization, the 
nonprofit organization has significantly improved student achievement, attainment, 
or retention through its record of work with an LEA or schools. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (up to 15 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following 
factors: 



 
(1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well designed 
experimental study or well designed quasi-experimental study. 
 
(2) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality 
implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended outcomes.  
 
(3) The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the 
key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in 
other settings. 
 
(4) The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to 
carry out the project evaluation effectively.  
 
(5) The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and 
neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact 
of the project. 

Strengths 

The use of two independent evaluators will help to (in)validate previous 
outcomes of SLI for an unbiased claim of RA results.  
 
As indicated in Table D3 the applicant/evaluator details collecting data for 
specific implementation, teacher, and student outcomes.  The applicant 
recognizes that program evaluation is more than a statistical analysis of 
students' performance, stratified by demographic characteristics.  They will 
be able to provide an accurate and comprehensive evaluation of program 
inputs with the data collected.  
 
There is a timeline of implementation and research activities which can help 
to ensure that evaluation outcomes can be obtained by the grant end date.  
 
The applicant will evaluate cumulative effects of courses; therefore, students 
may have an opportunity to improve their academic achievement in more 
than one subject, which helps to provide students with a consistent teaching 
style.  
 
Previously tested data collection instruments will be used.  
 
Classroom observations will be conducted which will help to supplement 
quantitative outcomes.  In addition, RA leaders will be followed for 
leadership development.    

 
Weaknesses 



The applicant does not provide information about the statistical analyses that 
will be performed (ie. bivariate, regression, t-tests, etc.) to answer their 
evaluation questions of interest.  

 

Reader's Score: 12 

5. E. Strategy and Capacity to Bring to Scale (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the strategy and capacity to bring the proposed 
project to scale, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The number of students proposed to be reached by the proposed project and the 
capacity of the eligible applicant and any other partners to reach the proposed 
number of students during the course of the grant period. 
 
(2) The eligible applicant's capacity (e.g., in terms of qualified personnel, financial 
resources, or management capacity) to bring the proposed project to scale on a State 
or regional level (as appropriate, based on the results of the proposed project) 
working directly, or through other partners, either during or following the end of 
the grant period.  
 
(3) The feasibility of the proposed project to be replicated successfully, if positive 
results are obtained, in a variety of settings and with a variety of student 
populations. Evidence of this ability includes the availability of resources and 
expertise required for implementing the project with fidelity, and the proposed 
project's evidence of relative ease of use or user satisfaction. 
 
(4) The eligible applicant's estimate of the cost of the proposed project, which 
includes the start-up and operating costs per student per year (including indirect 
costs) for reaching the total number of students proposed to be served by the 
project. The eligible applicant must include an estimate of the costs for the eligible 
applicant or others (including other partners) to reach 100,000, 250,000, and 
500,000 students. 
 
(5) The mechanisms the eligible applicant will use to broadly disseminate 
information on its project to support further development, expansion, or 
replication.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

6. F. Sustainability (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the adequacy of resources for the proposed project, the Secretary 
considers the following factors: 
 



(1) The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that it has the resources, 
as well as the support of stakeholders (e.g., State educational agencies, teachers' 
unions), to operate the project beyond the length of the Validation grant. 
 
(2) The potential and planning for the incorporation of project purposes, activities, 
or benefits into the ongoing work of the eligible applicant and any other partners at 
the end of the Validation grant. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

7. G. Quality of the Management Plan and Personnel (up to 10 Points) 
 
In determining the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed 
project, the Secretary considers: 
 
(1) The adequacy of the management plan to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
project on time and within budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, 
timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks, as well as tasks related to 
the sustainability and scalability of the proposed project. 
 
(2) The qualifications, including relevant training and experience, of the project 
director and key project personnel, especially in managing complex projects. 
 
(3) The qualifications, including relevant expertise and experience, of the project 
director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and 
conducting experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

 
Competitive Preference  

1. Competitive Preference 5: Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to improve 
educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children (birth through 
3rd grade) by enhancing the quality of early learning programs. To meet this 
priority, applications must focus on: 
 
(a) improving young children?s school readiness (including social, emotional, and 
cognitive readiness) so that children are prepared for success in core academic 
subjects (as defined in section 9101(11) of the ESEA); 
(b) improving developmental milestones and standards and aligning them with 
appropriate outcome measures; and 



(c) improving alignment, collaboration, and transitions between early learning 
programs that serve children from birth to age three, in preschools, and in 
kindergarten through third grade. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

2. Competitive Preference 6: Innovations That Support College Access and Success 
(0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to enable 
kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) students, particularly high school students, to 
successfully prepare for, enter, and graduate from a two- or four-year college. To 
meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs for 
K-12 students that 
 
(a) address students? preparedness and expectations related to college; 
(b) help students understand issues of college affordability and the financial aid and 
college application processes; and 
(c) provide support to students from peers and knowledgeable adults. 

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

3. Competitive Preference 7: Innovations To Address the Unique Learning Needs of 
Students With Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students (0 or 1 Point) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to address the unique 
learning needs of students with disabilities, including those who are assessed based 
on alternate academic achievement standards, or the linguistic and academic needs 
of limited English proficient students. To meet this priority, applications must 
provide for the implementation of particular practices, strategies, or programs that 
are designed to improve academic outcomes, close achievement gaps, and increase 
college- and career-readiness, including increasing high school graduation rates (as 
defined in this notice), for students with disabilities or limited English proficient 
students.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

4. Competitive Preference 8: Innovations That Serve Schools in Rural LEAs (0, 1, or 
2 Points) 
 
We give competitive preference to applications for projects that would implement 
innovative practices, strategies, or programs that are designed to focus on the 
unique challenges of high-need students in schools within a rural LEA (as defined in 



this notice) and address the particular challenges faced by students in these schools. 
To meet this priority, applications must include practices, strategies, or programs 
that are designed to improve student achievement or student growth, close 
achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or 
improve teacher and principal effectiveness in one or more rural LEAs.  

Strengths 
 
Weaknesses 

Status: Submitted   
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